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Abstract 
Crowdfunding is a new form of film finance that emerged in Australia in 2010 and is being 
used by independent screen content producers to raise finance for short film, documentary, 
television program, short animation and even feature-length production. This trend is seeing 
Australian independent content producers bypass traditional sources of finance by working 
with a model for finance that is outside, or perhaps alongside, traditional forms of film 
financing in Australia. In some cases, filmmakers are no longer solely waiting for 
government funding to green-light a project, they are initiating funds prior, during and after 
production to guarantee their film is produced. Independent screen content producers are also 
establishing a direct economic relationship between producer and audience and in so doing 
are simultaneously establishing a niche audience for their content. Crowdfunding is to an 
extent becoming a necessity, especially within a decreased national funding arts environment. 
However, to date there has been limited in-depth academic analysis of crowdfunding as a 
source of production finance for independent Australian screen content production, 
particularly in terms of government action, industry trends, and what areas of the broader 
screen industry are receiving crowdfunding. Moreover, as a fledgling industry practice, the 
efficacy, challenges and pitfalls of crowdfunding and the empirics of how Australian 
filmmakers engage with crowdfunding and the content produced is largely undocumented.  
 
This project, therefore, examines the significance of crowdfunding for Australian filmmakers 
and provides an empirical basis to current claims about the role of crowdfunding in the film 
production sector. This study has found that crowdfunding is a small but growing source of 
supplementary finance which is opening up new possibilities for Australian independent 
screen content producers. For the foreseeable future, crowdfunding is unlikely to replace 
other models of finance obtained through Australian screen agencies and private investment, 
and a crowdfunding campaign is likely to become part of a mixed model of finance in a bid to 
either initiate finance or to ‘top-up’ funds during production or in post-production. 
Commentators and interviewees for this study anticipate that crowdfunding will at some point 
wholly support an Australian production with a more substantive budget, however, at this 
point in time, it is clear that the Australian film industry is some time away from funding an 
entire feature film via crowdfunding. This project also highlights the discussion within 
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Australian film policy circles that is opening the way for crowdfunding to potentially become 
a larger and more formalised component of current and emerging policy initiatives.        
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
1.1 Introduction to Thesis and Research 
There are significant challenges facing our sector. It is difficult to raise the 
finance for production. There is, for one thing, less direct government funding 
available (from all jurisdictions here and abroad). Producers are increasingly 
looking overseas for investment, working in a complex environment with a 
shrinking market for independent production (Mason, 2014a, p. 3). 
 
As this quote outlines, it has become increasingly difficult for today’s independent screen 
content producer to raise finance for film production. As authors have argued, there are 
several reasons for this: from the contraction of the presales market for independent film and 
the saturation of the marketplace with content to the decline in the viability of cinema release 
for independent film (Parks, 2012; Iordanova, 2012; Finney, 2010). Within the context of 
Australian cinema, declining levels of government funding for screen production is causing 
Australian filmmakers to seek investment from further afield. A possible solution to raising 
capital for filmmaking emerged in the United States in 2009: crowdfunding. As well as 
emerging as an alternative source of production finance, some Australian filmmakers are 
following the route of drawing upon crowdfunding in an attempt to bypass pitching a project 
to any one film funding agency, sales agent, distributor or television network for film finance, 
and instead reach out to what James Surowiecki (2005) terms the wisdom of the crowd or 
perhaps the pockets of the crowd.  
 
This concept of ‘crowdfunding’ has been embraced by independent screen content producers 
who draw increasingly on the crowd to finance short films, documentaries and television 
programs, short animations and even feature films. Crowdfunding is the potential for 
businesses to raise capital through online methods and from new types of investors—and it is 
having a profound effect on the finance industry (Vite, 2014). According to Mollick (2014), 
crowdfunding has become a means by which entrepreneurs can “fund their ventures by 
drawing on principally small contributions from a relatively large number of individuals 
using the Internet, without standard financial intermediaries” (Mollick, 2014, p. 2). Inge 
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Ejbye Sørensen (2012) observes in relation to documentary films an argument that also 
applies to independent screen content more generally: 
 
Although online financing models [including crowdfunding] ... are in their 
infancy, the success of some of these suggests that the Internet could become a 
financially viable alternative means of funding certain kinds of documentary 
films. Funding and distribution forms on the Internet are establishing 
themselves alongside the funding and distribution models of the ‘traditional’ 
networked TV broadcaster (Sørensen, 2012, p. 727). 
 
In Australia, there has been significant growth in the crowdfunding of screen projects in 
recent years. Independent feature films such as The Tunnel (Dir. Carlo Ledesma, 2011) and 
Iron Sky (Dir. Timo Vuorensola, 2012) in particular have received significant media coverage 
for their use of crowdfunding and have achieved varying degrees of critical and/or 
commercial success. In addition to a number of success stories, there has been increasing 
growth in the number of websites and filmmakers attempting to secure production finance 
through crowdfunding. There are roughly 17 crowdfunding platforms operating in Australia 
today, catering to many individuals and groups (Maguire, 2015; Ahlers et al., 2012) and a 
wide range of screen projects are either in development or are attempting to secure financing 
from crowdfunding.      
 
Since the renaissance of the Australian film industry in the early 1970s, and until relatively 
recently, a large proportion of Australian long-form screen content, namely feature films, 
television series and documentaries, have been funded through financial assistance from 
federal and state government film agencies. As the CEO of Screen Australia, Graeme Mason, 
outlines in the epigraph to this chapter, financing production is becoming more complex and 
a decline in the level of public finance for production means that producers are looking for 
new ways to raise production investment. Crowdfunding has emerged as one source of 
finance that filmmakers are targeting at an increasing rate. As one commentator has observed, 
“although crowdfunding is still relatively new to Australia, it has the potential to evolve 
rapidly here, as it has around the world” (Colla, 2013, p. 157). With the burgeoning of 
crowdfunded projects across both short and long-form screen content, the growth in 
crowdfunding has lead one industry commentator to ask, “(Is) crowdfunding beginning to 
mature as a viable platform for screen finance in Australia?” (Eltham, 2013, n.p.). 
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However, as crowdfunding is still very much a fledgling phenomenon, there has been limited 
in-depth academic analysis of crowdfunding as a source of production finance for 
independent Australian screen content production, particularly in terms of government action, 
industry trends, what areas of the broader screen industry are receiving crowdfunding, and 
the challenges and benefits for local producers. The present study examines the current state-
of-play of crowdfunding in the Australian screen arena and analyses industry trends in terms 
of feature films and feature-length documentaries. In addition, this study examines the 
function of crowdfunding and whether it posits a new dawn or, perhaps less romantically, a 
viable source of finance for the Australian filmmaker without any financial third-party 
intercession, thus allowing for complete creative control of a project. Either way, 
crowdfunding is examined as a platform that allows screen content producers to bypass 
traditional sources of finance to independently produce, market and distribute their own 
feature film, short film, documentary, multiplatform or digital media project (Burke, 2014). 
 
1.2 Research Gap and Methodology 
1.2.1 Research questions 
Focusing on feature-length independent Australian screen content production produced since 
2010, this study attempts to understand the function of crowdfunding and how it is being used 
in Australian independent screen content production. More specifically it addresses the 
following research questions: 
 
 Can crowdfunding be a significant financial contributor to independent screen 
production in Australia? 
 What are the opportunities and challenges for Australian producers in terms of using 
crowdfunding as a form of production finance?   
 
1.2.2 Research significance 
Film producers often find securing production finance one of the more difficult and 
complicated processes in any production (Alberstat, 2004). Indeed, for filmmakers, finance is 
needed to realise their creative vision; however, the strain on acquiring investment can often 
have a detrimental effect on the creative process. Once there is a script or perhaps an idea for 
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a movie, a film often begins with the process of securing development or production finance; 
without it, a project can stall and fail to go into production. Simply, without film funding, no 
filmmaker can expect to entertain, inspire or move an audience, regardless of their creative 
potential and vision (Dean, 2012). As crowdfunding consultant Thomas Mai (2013) argues, 
crowdfunding potentially offers screen content creators a more empowered position where 
they finance, produce, market and distribute their film on their own terms without 
compromising their rights to the final product. However, as a fledgling industry practice, the 
efficacy, challenges and pitfalls of crowdfunding and the empirics of how Australian 
filmmakers engage with crowdfunding and the content produced is largely undocumented 
through a critical lens. This project, therefore, attempts to examine the significance of 
crowdfunding for Australian filmmakers and to provide an empirical basis to current claims 
about the role of crowdfunding in the film production sector.        
 
1.2.3 Methodology  
This study contributes to Australian film studies. Since the 1970s, there has been a strong 
tradition of research within Australian film studies that examines the institutional settings, 
industry structure, production and financing models and policy frameworks through the lens 
of industry analysis. Seminal studies approaching the analysis of Australian film in this way 
include Dermody and Jacka’s (1987, 1988a) explorations of the market, industrial, political 
and financial forces giving rise to the Australian film industry in the 1970s and 1980s, and 
Tom O’Regan’s (1996) detailed examination of the institution of Australian cinema in terms 
of finance, production, distribution, exhibition and policy. Within the rubric of this tradition, 
although a far more modest study in terms of scope, this research attempts to understand the 
role crowdfunding currently plays in financing contemporary independent production.  
 
Within this context, the study’s findings and primary data draw upon qualitative research 
methods: document analysis, semi-structured interviews and case studies. In addition, the 
study also analyses primary data compiled from websites such as IMDB.com and trade 
papers as well as data extrapolated from Australia’s leading official crowdfunding platforms 
Pozible, Indiegogo and Kickstarter, Australia. Data in Table 8 estimate the production of 
independent feature-films and feature-length documentaries across the three platforms that 
have been produced with crowdfunding as a supplementary source of finance since 2010 and 
sourced from industry texts such as if.com.au. Table 9 is a list of successfully crowdfunded 
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feature-films and feature-length documentaries drawn only from Australia’s leading 
crowdfunding platform, Pozible, at various stages of development. Table 10 was provided to 
the author by request from the project manager of Pozible and provides recent data on all 
project categories funded since 2010. It is important to note that at this stage it is difficult to 
obtain comprehensive data from all of these sources and therefore a primary limitation for 
this study is that the data is indicative rather than definitive.   
 
Document analysis 
For Glenn A. Bowen (2009), “document analysis is a systematic procedure for reviewing or 
evaluating documents—both printed and electronic (computer-based and internet-
transmitted) material”. ‘Documents’ in the context of qualitative research “contain text 
(words) and images that have been recorded without a researcher’s intervention … (and)   
like other analytical methods in qualitative research, document analysis requires that data be 
examined and interpreted in order to elicit meaning, gain understanding, and develop 
empirical knowledge” (Bowen, 2009, p. 27). This study employs document analysis in a bid 
to analyse online reports and websites on crowdfunding platforms as well as government 
reports and policy documents. Crowdfunding is an online phenomenon so this study looks at 
a number of crowdfunding websites to elicit how they function and how many projects are 
featured on these sites. Ultimately, for this study, this method of research is designed to 
analyse online data to develop empirical knowledge around the under-researched area of 
crowdfunding for independent screen content production in Australia today, particularly in 
relation to feature-length films and documentaries. Screen Australia data and documents are 
also analysed to examine and compare the composition and sources of finance funding 
independent production for Australian filmmakers.   
 
Case studies 
Case studies are a method of gathering and analysing data for empirical research. Bill 
Gillham (2000, p. 1) describes case studies as a ‘unit of human activity embedded in the real 
world’, a unit that exists in the present and which can only be studied or understood in 
context. Data-gathering for a case study employs direct and participant observations, 
structured interviews and surveys. More unusually, they can also include experimental 
design, focused interviews, open-ended interviews, archival records, documents, and 
scientific data from field and laboratory (Hammersley, Gomm, & Foster, 2000).  
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A second characteristic of case studies is they can be both descriptive and explanatory 
(Gillham, 2000; Hammersley et al., 2000; Scholz & Tietje, 2002). The key advantage of 
choosing case studies as a research method is to be able to investigate situations from the 
inside out and, thus, derive insight from the perspectives of the people involved and conduct 
research into the processes that lead to results and new knowledge (Gillham, 2000). 
According to Gillham (2000, p. 101), “the meticulous description of a case can have an 
impact greater than almost any other form of research report.” On the other hand, case study 
research has often been criticised on the grounds that its findings are not generalisable, 
especially in comparison with those of survey research. Academics have questioned the 
appropriateness of law-like generalisations in social science research. They have argued that 
what case studies offer are ‘working hypotheses’ whose appropriateness for understanding 
other cases (that is, their ‘transferability’) can only be assessed by comparing the ‘fit’; that is, 
the similarities between source and target cases (Hammersley, Gomm & Foster, 2000, p. 27–
45). Nevertheless, case study research is a widely applied method in humanities-based fields. 
In the case of this research, individual cases are part of a much broader analysis and serve to 
provide insights into the experience of particular filmmakers rather than to provide definitive 
or deductive statements applicable to the all film projects.       
 
The four case studies presented here are designed to explore a key theme around the function 
of crowdfunding for producers using this source of finance. They uncover the opportunities 
and challenges faced by producers when conducting their respective crowdfunding 
campaigns. Unlike the other cases, Wyrmwood: Road of the Dead (Dir. Kiah Roache-Turner, 
2015) inverts the film funding process by initiating funding from the crowd first and 
highlights an independent path to production. The Babadook (Dir. Jennifer Kent, 2014) looks 
at the challenges of rewards and the opportunities that can be harnessed from a successful 
first campaign. Canopy (Dir. Aaron Wilson, 2014) discusses government and top-up funding 
and the challenges and reality of the work involved in a campaign. Finally, Punjab to Perth 
looks at the pitfalls of an unsuccessful campaign that does not make it into production.    
 
The sourced information from the six participants has been derived from semi-structured 
interviews. Each participant was interviewed for approximately an hour to corroborate certain 
facts and insights into the successes and challenges for content producers when choosing 
crowdfunding as a source of finance (Yin, 2003, p. 107).  
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Interviews  
An important source of primary data for this study is interviews. This study conducted 
interviews with recent content producers whose films have received much critical attention, 
such as The Tunnel (Dir. Carlo Ledesma, 2011) and its innovative release strategy. These 
interviews shed light on both the positive and negative sides of crowdfunding to find out 
what the opportunities and challenges are for filmmakers currently using this source of 
finance in Australia today.  
 
Academic data-gathering can employ three kinds of interviews: the structured interview, 
unstructured interview and the semi-structured interview (Rowley, 2012). Structured 
interviews are formulated in exactly the same way for each interviewee with the questions set 
up in a way that only require a short, brief answer. Unstructured interviews are “based on a 
limited number of topics or issues or prompts, with the emphasis very much being on 
encouraging the respondent to talk around a theme” (Rowley, 2012, p. 261). The most 
common type of interview is the semi-structured interview: these interviews are flexible in 
their approach and the numbers of questions vary among participants as the interview probes 
for additional information, but they are not as loose as unstructured interviews (Rowley, 
2012).  
 
One of the greatest challenges for researchers using interview techniques has been that of 
organising the information or data effectively (Hannabuss, 1996). If the information is 
collated from the inception of the interview, then it “may contribute to a readable report of 
methodologically well-substantiated, interesting findings” (Kvale, 1996, p. 130). The 
interviewer/researcher can benefit from increasing their knowledge of a topic and working it 
into their research project.  
 
The interviewees for this study are outlined in Table 1 below. To understand how 
crowdfunding may affect government policy, an interview was conducted with Program 
Manager, Policy and Audiences Effie Klippan of Screen Australia. Crowdfunding consultant 
Thomas Mai was also interviewed for his expertise and insight into the crowdfunding scene 
in Australia today. As will be further discussed in Chapter 4, the feature-length documentary 
filmmakers Merlyn Moon et al. met their crowdfunding target through Pozible; however, they 
did not succeed in meeting the ScreenWest 3-to-1 initiative for matched funding, and 
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therefore did not take their film into production. This interview endeavours to cast a light on 
the challenges of crowdfunding and related initiatives.   
 
Table 1: Interviews with Filmmakers and Industry Experts 
Filmmaker  Crowdfunded film  Company  
 
Katrina Fleming 
(producer) 
 
Canopy (Aaron Wilson, 2014) 
 
Finer Films 
Kristina Ceyton 
(producer) 
The Babadook (Jennifer Kent, 
2014) 
Causeway Films 
Kiah Roache-
Turner (director) 
Wyrmwood (Kiah Roche-
Turner, 2015) 
Guerilla Films 
Merlyn Moon  
(director) 
Punjab to Perth (not produced) Paper Brain Film Production 
Co. 
Industry Expert/ 
Policymaker  
Position Company  
 
Effie Klippan  
 
Program Manager, Policy and 
Audiences  
 
Screen Australia 
Thomas Mai Crowdfunding Consultant Thomas Mai Consulting  
  
The decision to interview four independent screen content producers, chosen from the 
Australian film industry, based upon the way they financed their feature-length film and 
feature-length documentary, ‘constitutes a judgment sample’ (Feinberg et al., 2013, p. 305). 
The ‘judgment sample’ also constitutes two interviews conducted with industry experts for 
their insights into the Australian film industry. The six interviewees were all carefully 
selected based upon “what the researcher believes the particular sampling units will do 
towards answering the research question” (Feinberg et al., 2013, p. 305). As such, the 
interview questions were tailored to each recipient in a bid to discover what opportunities and 
challenges there are for Australian independent screen producers in relation to crowdfunding 
and whether there is a greater possibility of crowdfunding becoming a significant contributor 
to screen production in Australia (Feinberg et al., 2013).    
1.3 Structure of the Thesis  
The study is organised as follows: 
Chapter 2 explores the international changes to film distribution, the importance of a 
participatory culture created by Web 2.0 and the rise and significance of crowdfunding within 
this environment.    
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Chapter 3 focuses on, and provides a conceptual overview to, the Australian context in terms 
of the Australian film industry and independent production, finance and crowdfunding.  
Chapter 4 examines, through analysis and case studies, the perspectives of filmmakers and a 
crowdfunding consulting firm in terms of its function in the Australian film industry and 
whether it is beginning to mature as a viable platform for screen finance in Australia.     
Chapter 5 discusses the practical implications of crowdfunding for filmmakers and policy 
makers. It also considers what opportunities and challenges filmmakers and policy makers 
face.    
Chapter 6 concludes this research with a discussion around the practical implications for 
independent screen producers and policy makers and future research for crowdfunding.  
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Chapter 2: Literature Review  
The following chapter provides an overview of the key thematic concerns that frame this 
study. It begins with a brief outline of recent structural changes to film distribution over the 
last decade, particularly in terms of how the analogue distribution model is being eroded and 
causing a disintermediation of the traditional value chain for screen production and a 
fragmentation of audiences. This is followed by a discussion of the importance of a 
participatory culture in this emerging environment, supported by Web 2.0 and Web 3.0. This 
chapter discusses the rise and significance of crowdfunding within this environment and 
identifies how crowdfunding is currently understood within literature that examines the 
function and practicalities of this relatively new phenomenon for independent screen content 
producers. It concludes with a discussion of some examples of best-practice international 
case studies.    
 
2.1 Screen Production in Transition  
The screen industries are experiencing a major process of transition (Kaufman and Mohan, 
2008). While there is debate over the extent to which digital technologies and online media 
are transforming, and indeed will transform the media industries, it is increasingly understood 
that digital technology is resulting in a ‘rapid process of change’ that is “seeing established or 
‘old’ media being challenged for primacy in audiences’ and users’ attention by new modes 
and types of production, dissemination and display” (Cunningham, Silver, & McDonnell, 
2010, p. 119). Convergence and digitization are two key drivers of the structural change 
occurring within the broader media as well as screen industries (Cunningham & Turnbull, 
2014). These two forces have resulted in a breakdown of the division between what were 
separate media silos and viewing platforms (cinema, television, radio and 
telecommunications) and, within the context of the screen industries, a ‘disintermediation’ of 
the value chain (Connolly, 2008; Harris, 2007; Elberse & Oberholzer-Gee, 2008).  
 
In a traditional analogue media environment, feature films were traditionally released in 
cinemas as their primary market before being sequentially released in a number of 
‘secondary’ release windows, such as Video, Pay TV and television among others. In this 
environment, the distribution of screen content was controlled by powerful distributors and 
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broadcasters who acted as gatekeepers that regulated which films or series were released to 
audiences. Consequently, producers were largely disconnected from their audiences, with 
little control or involvement in the distribution segment of the value chain (Broderick, 2012; 
Ryan & Hearn, 2010).        
 
In a contemporary media environment, the bottlenecks to distribution that characterise an 
analogue marketplace are increasingly being circumvented by the development of the Internet 
as a distribution platform and marketing tool for audio-visual content (Anderson, 2006; 
Iordanova, 2012, p. 3). As Ramon Lobato points out, emerging discussion around the 
potential for online movie distribution to take over the cinema experience as the dominant 
viewing experience has become common in recent years (Lobato, 2009, p. 167). Digital 
distribution—in particular, distributing films via the Internet—is “challenging the established 
‘windows’ structure so favoured by the studios and other leading gatekeeping distribution 
incumbents” (Finney, 2010, p. 4). This change is disrupting Hollywood’s highly profitable 
vertically integrated distribution business model (Finney, 2010, p. 4; Harris, 2007, p. 6) and 
transforming the traditional movie production and distribution value chain “from a linear 
value chain to a more modular value network” (Braet & Spek, 2010, p. 222; Thorburn et al., 
2003, p. 284). A modular value network means a more “flexible, network economy with great 
fluidity in terms of capital flows” (Finney, 2010, p. 7). As content can be released 
simultaneously across multiple platforms, the distinctions between primary (cinema) and 
secondary markets (TV, DVD and all other non-theatrical markets) are breaking down and 
secondary markets are—more so in the case of low-budget independent production than 
large-scale Hollywood production—becoming as important as primary markets (Ryan & 
Hearn, 2010). While both video and DVD formats have become less dominant, or even 
prominent methods for delivering content to audiences, there has been strong growth in 
‘online delivery’ in recent years (Kien, 2013).  
 
Due to the impact of digital technologies on screen distribution (Tryon, 2013), Hollywood 
studios are under increasing pressure to sustain their control of the international audio-visual 
economy (Goldsmith & O’Regan, 2005; Finney, 2010, p. 4; Harris, 2007, p. 3). In recent 
years, executives from Hollywood ‘majors’ have acknowledged that current business models 
are in need of review (The Hollywood Reporter, 2013). As part of a roundtable discussion for 
The Hollywood Reporter (2013), Studio Executive of Disney, Alan Horn, said that recent 
developments are challenging the future of the business, especially the decline of physical 
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DVD sales in the marketplace. According to Horn, “we are selling half of what we sold five 
years ago and it makes it more challenging to derive the kind of revenue we need to justify 
making movies and paying what we need to pay to make them - it has never been tougher” 
(The Hollywood Reporter, 2013).  
 
Due to the increasing opportunities afforded by the advent of digital distribution, audiences 
are connecting directly to screen content via a variety of platforms and devices (Parks, 2012, 
p. 2; Hall, 2011) and delivery systems are becoming so innovative that viewers can even 
download a movie on their watch (The Hollywood Reporter, 2013). Online streaming 
services, such as YouTube and Netflix, and digital downloads at iTunes, are engaged in 
redefining how audiences access and consume motion picture entertainment (Tryon, 2013, p. 
2). Within this environment, the major Hollywood studios know that while they may continue 
to succeed in producing blockbuster movies for the cinema complex, at least for now, the 
growth of their businesses will be through technology and digital distribution (The 
Hollywood Reporter, 2013).  
 
On the other hand, this emerging environment is increasingly advantageous for independent 
filmmakers. As Lobato (2009, p. 167) argues, “digital distribution will … be a boon for 
independent filmmakers, who will be able to cut out the middle man and deal directly with 
their audiences”. Moreover, filmmakers now have the opportunity to ‘interact directly with 
their target audience’ (Badel, 2008, p. 3; Sparrow, 2008, p. 1). More specifically, the online 
environment allows project creators to distribute screen content while also communicating 
with their target audience through social media such as Facebook and Twitter among others 
(Arts Law, 2014). The table below provides a breakdown of the proliferation of online and 
digital media platforms that allow audiences to access content multiple platforms. 
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Table 2: New Media across Multiple Platforms 
Media Platform   Examples 
Online platforms Websites, online music downloading services 
such as iTunes, e-books, video games, blogs 
and podcasts  
Mobile platforms Mobile apps, smartphones, tablets and e-
readers 
Internet TV and Radio ABC iView, SBS On-Demand, music 
streaming websites, such as Spotify, Vevo, 
MOG, Pandora and Radio and video-on-
demand/pay-per-view via smart TV  
Interactive TV Fango and Zeebox 
Source: Arts Law Information Sheet (2014, n.p.)   
 
As outlined above in Table 2, the Internet is key to the development of emerging distribution 
opportunities and reaching new audiences for the grassroots filmmaker (Jenkinsa 2006, p. 7). 
Though discussed in more depth below, Web 2.0 refers to the second stage of development of 
the World Wide Web, characterised especially by the transformation from static web pages to 
dynamic or user-generated content and the rise of social media. Participatory culture, 
discussed more below, is headlining this new digital age as content creators can connect and 
interact with audiences via social networking sites, blogs, video sharing sites, hosted services 
and Web applications. Research by Henry Jenkins (2006a) into this shift, termed 
‘convergence culture’, explores the migratory behaviour of media audiences “who would go 
almost anywhere in search of the kinds of entertainment experiences” they seek (Jenkins, 
2006a, n.p). According to Axel Bruns (2007, p. 1) “the rise of what is now described as social 
software or Web 2.0 environments stands to have a profound impact on social practices, the 
media, economic and legal frameworks, and democratic society itself” (Bruns, 2007, p. 1).  
 
An example of a profound impact on social practice is the use of the smartphone. The 
smartphone not only combines elements of interactivity and mobility, it also demonstrates 
how media is no longer bound by time and space and can be used in any context from 
catching a bus to work to watching a movie during a lunch break  (Tercek, 2014, n.p.). 
Movies can now be viewed from a smartphone anytime and anywhere (Kok, Lammeren, 
Veldkamp & Vervoort, 2010) and people are connecting and sharing ideas daily. Today, there 
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are almost two billion people using smart phones around the world and research shows that 
users are posting approximately two billion photos a day (Tercek, 2014). As former head of 
digital media at Sony Pictures, Robert Tercek, asserts, “this is what disruption looks like 
Hollywood – this is what happens when people power comes along and we start to generate 
content on a tremendous scale” (Tercek, 2014, n.p.).  
 
The people power Tercek (2014) refers to here also relates to how audiences are supporting 
independent screen content production. Filmmakers are engaging directly with these 
audiences and bypassing traditional routes of film financing. The technology of Web 2.0 is 
central to the way content screen producers can not only engage with their audience directly, 
but also to new forms of film consumption and digital distribution. We are moving to a place 
of the ‘activated audience’ (Tercek, 2014, n.p.), and a participatory culture is where 
audiences and filmmakers are connecting and collaborating and sharing their stories in a 
meaningful context (Jenkins et al., 2005). This concept, developed by scholars including 
Henry Jenkins (2006) and John Hartley (2009), exists alongside a number of detailed 
industrial and empirical studies of digital film networks by Silver & Alpert, 2003; Zhu, 2004; 
Currah, 2004; Sparrow, 2008; Cunningham et al., 2009; Garon, 2009 (Lobato, 2009, p. 168).  
 
2.2 Participatory Culture and Web 2.0  
American media scholar Professor Henry Jenkins coined the term ‘participatory culture’ in 
2005. His understanding of participatory culture is primarily directed towards the intricate 
workings of the World Wide Web and how it “supports widespread participation in the 
production and distribution of media” (Jenkins, 2010, n.p.). According to Jenkins (2006a), 
there are twelve social skills and cultural competencies needed to fully participate in this new 
environment. These skills are: appropriation (education), collective intelligence, distributed 
cognition, judgment, negotiation, networking, performance, simulation, transmedia 
navigation, participation gap, the transparency problem and the ethics problem (Jenkins, 
2010, n.p.).  
 
An overarching point that Jenkins makes in relation to participatory culture is that the Internet 
is connecting people, and through participatory mash-ups, contributions to discussion forums, 
or engagement with cultural producers or each other via social media, they are participating 
in what he suggests is a ‘global conversation’ (Jenkins, 2006a, n.p.). In other words, an 
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example of this would be how the Internet is providing a platform for people to both 
crowdfund and crowdsource their projects and ideas, respectively. Moreover, Jenkins’ plays 
with the metaphor of a playground to create a picture of how young people are using media 
to interact and produce content in an online world. The potential for production and 
distribution of media in this space, this playground, is profound. The digital playground is 
where people are ‘throwing their ideas out into the world’ via the Internet to be brought back 
to them in an improved way because of their engagement with online communities (Jenkins 
2010, n.p.). This concept can be seen operating today by people creating crowdfunding 
campaigns. Independent screen producers are sharing information about their film project 
through a video with the world from a crowdfunding platform on the Internet. Social media 
outlets become central to the playground metaphor as people hear about these projects and 
engage with the messages about the production of content being delivered (Goins & Little, 
2014, p. 1). Other people then respond to screen projects that pique their interest by also 
sharing information about the project through their social media sites. This process 
exemplifies the point Jenkins (2010) makes about how a participatory culture is supporting 
widespread participation in the production and distribution of media. Through a 
crowdfunding campaign people ‘throw their ideas out into the world’ and the way their idea 
is brought back to them in an improved way is if enough people decide to financially back 
their project. The wisdom of the crowd (Surowiecki, 2005) as a collective, decides to 
participate by making a number of small to large donations in a bid to see the project make it 
to production (Goins & Little, 2014, p. 1). The reasons for making these contributions vary 
too and will be outlined in the forms and functions of crowdfunding below.   
 
The ‘global conversation’ that is currently being conducted around the world is due to the 
shift in technology from the World Wide Web 1.0 to 2.0 and even 3.0 (illustrated in the chart 
below). This environment is central to new possibilities for audience engagement, film 
consumption and distribution of online screen projects. According to Garry Hayes (2006) the 
evolution of the web can be defined in single sentences: 
 
1) 1.0 the pushed, one way only web; 
2) 2.0 the two-way shared web; and 
3) 3.0 the real time collaborative web (3D, isometric or just 2D).  
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The following chart illuminates three phrases of technological development. The rational of 
this argument is that a ‘participatory culture’ thrives out of these technological platforms: 
 
Figure 1: Web 1.0 to 3.0 by Gary Hayes 
   
Source: Krochmal (2007) 
 
New York journalist Mo Krochmal (2007) refers to the how the changing intraweb 1.0 to 3.0 
(Figure 1), by Gary Hayes, is fundamental to a participatory culture. We are the most 
documented generation in history (Tercek, 2014), and the way people are working together 
and sharing their stories is allowing for new opportunities to break down the ‘line between 
participatory culture and public participation’ (Jenkins 2010, n.p.). In other words, 
crowdfunding as a participatory culture is breaking down the existing model of film 
production and distribution, particularly film finance and how projects can be produced. 
Crowdfunding is a tool that is used to engage with the crowd. This is the point Tercek (2014) 
makes about the ‘activated audience’: we are moving from passive and neutral observers to 
active participants (Tercek, 2014) and crowdfunding is increasingly embraced by the screen 
industries that are drawing on the intelligence of the crowd to finance their films. Via the 
Internet, they literally ‘tap the crowd’ to seek funding for their screen content productions 
(Schwienbacher & Larralde, 2010, p. 4). 
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There is an increasing amount of discussion and academic interest in crowdfunding as an 
important source of production finance and a development that gives producers greater 
freedom with their audiences. Screen producers, both in Australia and overseas, are 
embracing crowdfunding as a method to finance and produce and ‘in many ways’, is the 
antithesis of ‘the conventional start-up business model’ (Colla, 2013, p. 154). For example, 
instead of pitching an idea for a film to one private investor, a crowdfunding financier pitches 
their idea to potentially millions of crowdfunding financiers via a crowdfunding business 
platform. It is within this online culture that screen content creators can harness the 
opportunity to market and independently finance their projects. This position allows today’s 
producer to be empowered as opposed to handing over the rights and responsibilities to a 
third party financier or business (Colla, 2013, p. 154).  
 
2.3 Crowdfunding 
2.3.1 ‘The Crowd’ and its role in history  
The collective wisdom and the power of ‘the crowd’ have strong roots in our history. The 
role of the crowd and its power to elect change dates back to around 450 BC. The 
philosophers and historians of this era vested a great deal of interest in the crowd and its role 
in democracy (McClelland, 2010). Philosophers from Plato to Longino “claim that rational 
dialogue between two or more individuals improves reasoning over what can be 
accomplished by individuals working alone” (Solomon, 2006, p. 28). Fast forward to 2008 
and we see a similar idea adopted in works such as Shirky’s (2008) Here Comes Everybody: 
The Power of Organizing without Organizations. For Shirky (2008, p.1), considering the 
effect of the Internet on the crowd, he asks, “what happens when people are given the tools to 
do things together, without needing traditional organizational structures?” This question, 
informed by today’s information age, can be traced back to the collective wisdom and power 
of the crowd of ancient Greece, ‘where dialogue was the essence of a participative 
democracy’ (Lawton & Marom, 2013, p. 14). If a participative democracy is defined in terms 
of the “unalienated activity of active participants in instrumental action and in social 
interaction” (Durand, 1974, p. 3), then the emergence of a participatory culture in a digital 
world, coined by American scholar Henry Jenkins in 2006, can be found to echo the past in 
terms of the focus on group participation and not individual accomplishment alone.  
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2.3.2 Evolution of crowdfunding 
This principle is also evident in the concept of crowdfunding. What happens when you take 
the aforementioned collective wisdom, the power of the crowd, the Internet, and then add 
money to the concept? You have the power of the people to produce finance. The premise of 
crowdfunding is currently being cited in international academic- and industry-based texts as a 
new phenomenon (Schwienbacher & Larralde, 2010). The fact is, it is not entirely new—
social lending has existed for centuries (Everett, 2014). Although US-based digital 
experimenter Michael Sullivan coined the term ‘crowdfunding’ in 2006, the history of 
microfinance can be traced back to the 1700s, when Anglo-Irish essayist and author of 
Gulliver’s Travels, Jonathon Swift, created the Irish Loans Fund, an alternative means of 
funding for his community to assist small merchants and farmers to improve their business 
and provide for their families (Ibberson, 2013). In 1884, Joseph Pulitzer of the New York 
World newspaper assembled over 125,000 contributors at $1 or less to fund the Statue of 
Liberty’s pedestal (Ibberson, 2013) and, more recently, in 2008, President Barack Obama 
used crowdfunding to raise over $100 million for his presidential election (Griffin, 2012). 
What Michael Sullivan did when he was launching his blog ‘fundavlog’—‘a failed attempt at 
creating an incubator for videoblog-related projects’ (Castrataro, 2011, n.p.)—was to reinvent 
a wheel that has been turning for thousands of years.  
 
At the same time Michael Sullivan was developing ‘fundavlog’ in 2006 and inadvertently 
redefining the microfinance phenomenon into a word that would resonate with the populace 
of cyberspace (Sullivan, 2006), a contributing editor at Wired Magazine, Jeff Howe, was 
researching the links ‘behind the ways advertising agencies, TV networks and newspapers 
were leveraging user-generated content’ for a presentation to executives (Howe, 2006, n.p.). 
During a discussion with his colleague and Editor of Wired Magazine, Mark Robinson, they 
together brainstormed a word that would exemplify how businesses were using the Internet to 
outsource work to individuals. Described by Howe as ‘a fit of back-and-forth wordplay’ with 
Robinson that day, they jointly coined the term ‘crowdsourcing’ (Howe, 2006, n.p.). The 
most accurate definition of crowdsourcing is that of Jeff Howe from his blog Crowdsourcing: 
Why the Power of the Crowd is Driving the Future of Business:  
 
Simply defined, crowdsourcing represents the act of a company or institution 
taking a function once performed by employees and outsourcing it to an 
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undefined (and generally large) network of people in the form of an open call. 
This can take the form of peer-production (when the job is performed 
collaboratively), but is also often undertaken by sole individuals. The crucial 
prerequisite is the use of the open call format and the large network of potential 
labourers (Howe, 2006, n.p.). 
 
Even though ‘crowdfunding’ and ‘crowdsourcing’ were both coined in 2006, they are two 
concepts operating largely independent of each other (although the occasional crowdfunding 
campaign can also include crowdsourcing). Both concepts share mutual elements and this is 
perhaps why they have often been confused and used interchangeably in some industry-based 
literature (Horan, 2014). What crowdsourcing and crowdfunding essentially have in common 
is they both seek input from the crowd—the former for ideas and the latter for finance. 
Crowdsourcing is inherently working from the premise of what Surowiecki (2005, p. 2) terms 
the wisdom of the crowd, whereby group intelligence is employed to foster innovation, solve 
problems and formulate successful business decisions: “it is the deliberate blend of bottom-
up, open, creative process with top-down organisational goals” (Brabham, 2013, p. 16). 
Rather than a crowd being recruited solely for their business ideas, crowdfunding seeks to 
raise financial investment or support from the general public with money being “collected in 
a similar multipoint-to-multipoint fashion” (Braet & Spek 2010, p. 222) and works on the 
broader concept of leveraging small financial contributions from many parties to bring their 
projects to life.  
 
Crowdsourcing is, indeed, linked to the philosophy espoused by New York business analyst 
James Surowiecki (2005, p. 2) in which intelligent ideas are sought from the wisdom of the 
crowd rather than from ‘very few hands’. Even though ideas are not primarily sought from 
the crowd in crowdfunding—where the project creator takes their idea to the crowd—there is 
a cross-over in that content creators seek funds from the wisdom of the crowd: the crowd 
collectively decides what they want to see produced. Both crowdsourcing and crowdfunding 
evade the ideology of ‘finding that one right person who will have the answer’ (Surowiecki, 
2005, p.1) and seek both ideas and finance from the crowd, respectively. They also subvert 
the ‘winner takes all’ dynamic currently operating in the movie industry (Braet & Spek, 2010, 
p. 221). This premise is linked to the ideas in the aforementioned text Here Comes 
Everybody: The Power of Organizing Without Organizations (Shirky, 2008), whereby Web 
2.0 supports group actions such as crowdfunding and crowdsourcing. Both of these concepts 
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are leveraged by the Internet’s architecture of participation’ (O’Reilly, 2005, p. 3) that in turn 
supports “a culture of participation that previously could only be achieved through 
institutions” (Shirky, 2008, p. 107).  
 
In fact, both crowdfunding and crowdsourcing have been enabled by the advent of Web 2.0. 
Ordanini et al. (2011) note that crowdfunding allows screen project creators to create content 
and market their ideas through social networking as a result of Web 2.0. The collective 
wisdom and the power of the crowd central to ancient Greece is today being supported by the 
possibilities of Web 2.0. Today, as Pierre Lévy writes “cyberspace will have a humanizing 
influence on us, and will foster the emergence of a ‘collective intelligence’” (Lévy, 1997, p. 
15): Lévy predicted that the Internet would foster intelligence through ‘a meeting of minds on 
the Internet’. Crowdfunding and crowdsourcing then are two concepts operating as a result of 
the Internet and based on the premise of seeking finance and ideas from a participatory 
culture where “no one knows everything, everyone knows something, [and] all knowledge 
resides in humanity” (Lévy, 1997, p. 13-14). 
 
Moreover, as noted above, some projects combine both crowdfunding and crowdsourcing. 
Iron Sky is one example. Not only did the filmmakers raise a component of their finance from 
the crowd, they solicited—through competitions and calls for suggestions—input from their 
fans into the design of story elements and character costumes and other textual elements of 
the final film. This level of participation and ‘crowdsourcing’; however, is at the moment less 
common than regular crowdfunding models discussed below.     
 
2.3.3 Precursors to and emergence of crowdfunding  
Many years before the term crowdfunding was coined by Michael Sullivan, a budding 
American film producer named Mark Tapio Kines wrote and directed a romantic drama 
feature film titled Foreign Correspondents (Dir. Mark Tapio Kines, 1999). In a bid to secure 
investors when the money tightened and investors fell short, Kines launched his own website 
in order to promote the film and to leverage his monetary requirement, ‘telling the world his 
story and more or less beg for finishing funds’ (Kines, 2015, n.p.). By doing so, he essentially 
created his own crowdfunding platform to partially finance his film. The site received a lot of 
attention and within a year raised approximately US$150,000, mostly from complete 
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strangers. As a result, Kines completed Foreign Correspondents. The film premiered on 17 
February, 1999 and was independently released in 2001. Today it is available on Netflix.  
 
However, it could be said that the American crowdfunding platform Kickstarter is 
responsible for the propagation of the word coined by Sullivan as crowds of people have 
become aware of crowdfunding as a result of this platform (Castrataro, 2011). In terms of 
financing creative production, Kickstarter is largely responsible for pioneering the current 
microfinance and social lending phenomenon. This US platform has experienced phenomenal 
success in raising finance for a wide range of endeavours. Founded in 2009 by Perry Chen, 
Charles Adler and Yancey Strickler (Aspden, 2014), in 2013 alone “three million people 
from 214 countries and every continent pledged US$480m to fund projects” (Aspden, 2014, 
n.p.). While there were other platforms, “such as the microfinance service Kiva, Kickstarter 
projects thrived on the goodwill of the crowd while the world economy was in the midst of 
the global recession” (Davis, 2011, n.p.). The phenomenon of crowdfunding has accelerated 
in growth around the world since the introduction of Kickstarter and business platforms now 
cater to a wide range of services (Scharwath, 2013). It has been noted that in the first part of 
2013 alone over 500 crowdfunding platforms internationally raised a combined total of over 
$5 billion to assist many services (Arts Law, 2014).  
 
2.3.4 Crowdfunding process 
To reiterate, finance is raised from a ‘crowd’ of people via a crowdfunding business platform. 
The crowdfunding business online provides the platform from which the artist is able to 
showcase their talent to their online audience. In its simplest form, a content creator pitches 
their idea via a crowdfunding business platform and asks for small to large financial 
contributions to support their particular project. The finance is guaranteed once the project 
reaches its nominated target, otherwise it cannot make it to the next stage of pre-production 
(Arts Law, 2014; Gerber 2014). Crowdfunding is generally conducted through a 
crowdfunding platform, however, some projects, like the Australian horror film The Tunnel 
(Dir. Carlo Ledesma, 2011), used a purpose-built system integrated into their project’s 
website in order to solicit the funding they required. Social media is central to the 
crowdfunding process as it provides the digital communication channel for the content 
creator to not only promote their idea or project but also as a tool to direct interest from 
potential financiers back to the crowdfunding website. Crowdfunding is open to everyone 
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who is in need of financial support for a project (Arts Law, 2014). However, before screen 
content producers can elicit finance from the crowd, current literature on the subject suggests 
that there are a number of steps that should be taken, and in many cases anticipated, to ensure 
their project is showcased in a way that resonates with a ‘crowd’ to attract adequate support 
to finance their project.  
 
First, the most successful screen content producers create a video of their idea by telling a 
story and ‘creating a mood’ to gain attention from the crowd for monetary assistance 
(Williams, 2002; Walker, 2011). The advertising and marketing of a crowdfunding campaign 
is, thus, essential to a crowdfunding project (Belleflamme et al., 2010). As co-founder of 
Australian crowdfunding site Pozible, Rick Chen, explains, “video is very important to 
crowdfunding, it enables the personal connection that allows the artist to be transparent and 
upfront with what they want and need from the donor” (Chen, 2012). Second, the crowd of 
people that decide to financially support these projects, such as fans, followers, friends and 
family, bears a risk and expects a certain payoff: content producers entice potential backers 
by providing various levels of reward in exchange for donations; e.g. $10 might get a backer 
a signed CD, $50 an official film club membership and $1,000 or more a concert in the 
donor’s home to select family and friends (Pollard and Satorius, 2010). Third, the 
crowdfunding organisation, such as Kickstarter or Pozible, unites both the producer and 
investor and acts as the financial go-between throughout the course of a project’s pitch to the 
public (Ordanini et al., 2011, p. 445).   
 
There are several key stages in the course of crowdfunding a project: 
1) Choosing the right crowdfunding business to showcase a project; 
2) Using social media and other marketing and promotional tools in conjunction with a 
crowdfunding campaign; and 
3) Following through delivering the reward offered to the financial contributor after the 
project has been deemed successful. 
 
Benefits and Disadvantages of Crowdfunding for Filmmakers  
 
There are a number of advantages of crowdfunding for filmmakers: 
 Social media networks are key in promoting a filmmaker’s work and to generate 
interest to potential audiences all over the world;  
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 Fan bases are created through building relationships with supporters;  
 Audience reach can create new opportunities previously unavailable through 
traditional methods of fundraising; 
 Crowdfunded finance for a project can act as a ‘guarantor’ of interest in a film to gain 
eligibility for more traditional funding sources.    
 
The disadvantages to crowdfunding for filmmakers can be: 
 
 The cost of providing rewards to donors of a project and whether this cost will 
outweigh the finance received from the donor for the reward.  
 The ongoing work required by the content creator to produce, develop and achieve a 
successful crowdfunding campaign (Arts Law 2014, n.p.). 
 
As discussed earlier crowdfunding draws inspiration from concepts like microfinance 
(Mollick, 2014). Microfinance generally refers to loans less than A$10,000 (Everett, 2014) 
and, as Morduch (1999, p.1570) writes “there are good reasons for excitement about the 
promise of microfinance”. Many crowdfunded projects seek to raise small amounts of capital, 
often under A$1000, to initiate a particular one-time project. In these cases, financial capital 
is often firstly provided by friends and family (Mollick, 2014), and for those who are unable 
to secure a loan from a bank or other form of private or public investment (Hamilton, 2012).  
 
2.3.5 Types of crowdfunding 
Credit-based crowdfunding is the oldest and most mature form of crowdfunding. It has also 
been known by various other names, such as ‘social lending’, ‘peer-to-peer (P2P) lending’, 
‘debt crowdfunding’, and ‘crowdlending’ (Everett, 2014). Further to credit-based lending, 
there are three are other principal forms in which producers can fund their projects (Mollick, 
2014). These contexts often overlap as projects may allow funders to achieve several 
different goals simultaneously (Mollick, 2014):  
 
1) credit-based crowdfunding which consists of loans which are repaid with interest;  
2) donation-based crowdfunding in which backers donate funds because they believe in 
the cause;  
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3) reward-based crowdfunding in which backers receive a reward with actual monetary 
value, often an early version of the product or service being funded; and  
4) equity-based crowdfunding in which the backers receive shares of the company 
(Everett, 2014).  
 
Current research indicates that the most common form of crowdfunding is reward-based. In 
2012, Massolution (2012, p. 17) prepared a report about the global crowdfunding industry 
from an industry survey from 170 responses participants chosen from a directory of 
crowdfunding sites. As the basis of analysis, 135 submissions were selected that provided 
extensive data relating to CFPs’ (crowdfunding platforms) crowdfunding volumes, operations 
and key constituents (e.g. funders and fundraisers) for the calendar years 2009, 2010 and 
2011. The research report found that 43% of crowdfunded projects were reward-based. In this 
model, a person who donated money to a crowdfunding project receives a reward such as 
being credited in a movie, having creative input into the product under development or being 
given an opportunity to meet the creators of a project, all for various amounts of money 
ranging from A$10 through to A$10,000 (Mollick, 2014). It is important to note, as laid out 
in the Arts Law Information Sheet (2014) that the finance promised to the project creator is 
not a tax-deductible donation or a loan. The money is an ‘investment’ and the ‘return’ “is the 
pleasure of contributing and receiving any rewards offered by the content creator” (Arts Law 
2014, n.p.). A reward is not obligatory however a thoughtful exchange for a crowdfunding 
contribution can add an important element to a successful campaign and, depending on the 
reward offered, they can contribute significantly to the finance ultimately raised for a film  
(Arts Law, 2014). The 2012 study also showed that 28% of all crowdfunding donations were 
donation-based. This model allows for low transaction costs as those who donate do not 
receive a financial interest in the project (Sheik, 2013). Equity-based projects made up 15% 
and involve a potential return on investment and a detailed legal framework intended to 
protect investors (Sheik, 2013), whereas loan-based crowdfunding represents 14% where 
funding is repaid with interest (Massolution, 2012, p. 17).   
 
2.4 International Case Studies 
2.4.1 Inocente (short documentary) 
Inocente (2012) is a key example of a film using the tools of the reward-based and donation-
based crowdfunding models. It is also a prime example of filmmakers using the tools of a 
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participatory culture. A short 39-minute documentary, Inocente was created by documentary 
film directors Sean Fine and Andrea Nix Fine. After receiving an Oscar nomination for their 
first documentary feature film War Dance in 2007, the duo became part of history when their 
film, Inocente was awarded the first ever Oscar by the Academy of Motion Picture Arts to a 
film part-financed by US crowdfunding platform, Kickstarter. The filmmakers embarked on 
making a film about homelessness after they learned that one in 45 children living in America 
today are homeless. In their efforts to raise awareness about this issue, they located a 15-year-
old girl, called Inocente Izucar, who had been living on the streets of San Diego since she 
was 6 years old and asked her to tell her story of how the simple tools of a paintbrush, paint 
and a canvas changed her life (Kennedy, 2012). The documentary chronicles the artistic 
journey of Inocente and illuminates the current issues of immigration and homelessness in 
America.  
 
Even though the film was largely funded by MTV and Epix, the team needed an extra 
$50,000 for post-production, the implementation of a website and complementary artwork to 
market and promote the film at festivals and screenings (Kickstarter, 2014, n.p.). They started 
their campaign by creating a pitch to the public, much like they would to a major Studio 
(Benzine, 2014). The video was uploaded on US crowdfunding site Kickstarter in June 2012, 
as they went about capitalising on their connections from their previous documentary War 
Dance and creating a reward-based model to which people could contribute financially. The 
team offered rewards ranging from a US$10 ‘shout out’ on their Facebook wall through to a 
signed painting by Inocente for US$2,500 or more. By July 2012, the filmmakers had 
financed US$52,527 in funding from 294 crowdfunding supporters that would support the 
production of the true life story of artist, Inocente (Kickstarter, 2014, n.p.).  
 
Sean Fine believes the reason people supported the film was because they felt very moved by 
the story of Inocente’s plight and also wanted to support the message the filmmakers were 
emphasising about homelessness. Because of people’s connection to the story and their 
emotional investment in the larger message evoked by the film, we can see that the donation-
based crowdfunding model played a large part in the film meeting its budget. Those that did 
respond to the reward-based model also did so largely to support the film and Inocente by 
buying a piece of her artwork and helping this young woman towards a brighter future. The 
crowd supported the filmmakers to produce Inocente; thus, the filmmakers could engage 
directly with their audience and bypass traditional routes of film financing. This is a prime 
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example of a participatory culture in action. The Fines reached out to an ‘activated audience’ 
(Tercek, 2014, n.p.), who connected and collaborated with the story of Inocente in a 
meaningful context (Jenkins et al., 2005). The recognition from the crowd, on a larger scale, 
was also pivotal to the ongoing success and message of the film: 
 
Sean Fine: receiving an Oscar has been key to the overall success of the film as 
when you get that kind of approval from the Academy – it kind of says this is a 
great film, you should go out and check it out. A lot of eyes are going to get on 
our film and that is why we make films, we want people to watch them so this 
is a huge opportunity for people to watch our film and know people will know 
about this girl; this young artist called Inocente because it was nominated 
(Benzine, 2014, n.p.).   
 
The film was released in theatres by distributor ShortsHD on 17 August, 2012. Sean Fine and 
Andrea Nix Fine’s most recent collaboration has been on the 2013 documentary, Life 
According to Sam, produced by HBO. 
 
2.4.2 Veronica Mars (feature film) 
The feature film Veronica Mars (2014) is best described as a crowdfunding phenomenon. It 
is a good example of a mainstream feature film released in cinema circuits after receiving 
financial backing through crowdfunding. Starring Kristen Bell, Percy Daggs III and Jason 
Dohring, the film is based on the television series of the same name that ran from 2004 to 
2007. The story centres on a teenage private-eye called Veronica Mars who becomes 
involved in a murder mystery. Known as The Veronica Mars Movie Project because of its 
engagement with crowdfunding, the Veronica Mars film broke crowdfunding records when it 
launched a campaign on Kickstarter for US$2 million on 13 March, 2013. The film’s creator 
Rob Thomas decided to launch a crowdfunding campaign after Warner Bros. Studios were 
not convinced there was enough interest to warrant a major studio-sized movie about 
Veronica Mars. Not only did it reach its funding goal of US$2 million, it went on to receive 
US$5.7m from 91,585 supporters and break records on Kickstarter as the highest project ever 
backed, the fastest project to meet its target of US$2 million and the all-time highest-funded 
project in the ‘film’ category.  
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The film’s producers tapped into the TV show’s three-million-viewer fan base by creating an 
enticing reward-based campaign. They offered their fans the option of purchasing the movie 
script in PDF format for as little as $10. Fans were sent the script on the day of the film’s 
release and given the choice of reading it if they wanted to know what was going to happen in 
the film. There was also the offer of a speaking role in the movie (for US$10,000). The 
producers set this scene as follows from their crowdfunding platform, Kickstarter:  
 
Veronica is eating with the man in her life. Things have gotten tense between 
them. You are the waiter/waitress. You approach the table, and you say, “Your 
check, sir.” We guarantee you will be on camera as you say the line. Unless 
you go all hammy and ruin the scene and we have to cut you out, but that 
would be a sad day for all of us. Just say the line. Don’t over-think it. You’re a 
waiter. Your motivation is to turn over the table (Thomas, 2013, n.p.).   
 
The 91,585 backers also received a sheet of Veronica Mars stickers designed personally for 
each backer. Producer Rob Thomas had wanted to make a film version of Veronica Mars 
after the TV show went off the air. He wanted to keep writing about the characters and 
working with actors of the show and deliberated on how this could happen after Warner Bros. 
Studios ceased their support. Thomas found out that the average pledge on Kickstarter was 
US$71 and worked out that if they could get 30,000 people to give the average donation, then 
they could finance the movie, hoping he could at least reach 80,000 of their three million 
viewers to support the project.  
 
Because Warner Bros. Studios owned the rights to Veronica Mars, the producers needed their 
approval to fund the feature film outside of their studio system. Warner Bros. gave the green-
light to the project on the basis of proving there was enough fan-based interest to warrant a 
movie; then, they would ‘get on-board’ (Kickstarter, 2014, n.p.). Thomas risked failing to 
raise the production finance. At the same time they took a chance on the project by knowing 
they could also ‘completely revolutionize how projects like ours can get made’ (Kickstarter, 
2014, n.p.). The film was released on 14 March, 2014 in the US and made US$1.9 million on 
its opening weekend from 291 screenings, although it only earned nearly US$3.5 million in 
total at the box-office. Warner Bros. Studios supported the international distribution of the 
film.  
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2.5 Conclusion  
This chapter has mapped out some key changes to the screen industries as a result of digital 
distribution. The existing business model implemented by the leading Hollywood studios is 
under constant threat as screen content producers harness the opportunities afforded by the 
advent of Web 2. 0. Producers are learning to seize the prospects of a participatory culture by 
sharing content and ideas about their films, which is, in turn, gauging the interest of 
audiences. Audiences are responding to new content circulated through the Internet, 
especially via crowdfunding platforms such as Kickstarter. Short films through to feature-
length films are finding an audience and being financially supported for production via the 
wisdom of the crowd. In this way, films are being produced without the backing of a studio 
system and proving to studios like Warner Bros. that there is a large fan base and strong 
support for such projects like Veronica Mars—and the crowd is prepared to fund them 
directly. Films such as Inocente are receiving acclaim from the Academy of Motion Picture 
Arts and being awarded an Oscar. These instances show that the power of the crowd will 
support projects and content that they want to see. The following chapter moves from the 
broader concepts of crowdfunding, Web 2.0 and ideas pertaining to crowd participation to the 
history of the Australian film industry, its independent productions, financing and 
crowdfunding experience.  
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Chapter 3: The Australian Film Industry and Government 
Policy   
Crowdfunding operates outside the phenomena of ‘the cinema, the nation’ (Williams, 2002, 
p. 1) and is a potential formula for a change that foresees filmmakers, regardless of their 
geographical origin, telling their own stories (Colman, 2014, p. 5).  
 
Film finance is the fundamental link to the potential value of a screen project (Cones, 1998, 
p. 2). The emergence of small-scale private funding platforms, such as Crowdcube (Ahlers et 
al., 2012) in Australia has been a major development for independent low-budget filmmakers 
who do not meet Screen Australia’s minimum budget threshold (A$500, 000) to qualify for 
the ‘producer offset’, as well as for filmmakers financing projects without the support of local 
production incentives and tax offsets. The budget thresholds are set by the Producer Offset 
legislation (the Income Tax Assessment Act 1997) and administered by Screen Australia. 
Building upon the discussion in Chapter 2, this chapter provides an introduction to key issues 
that characterise the nature of the Australian film industry as an independent production 
sector in terms of narrative-based screen production and government policy, and some of its 
key structural features. In particular, it focuses on some of the industry’s limitations as a 
small fragile production sector supported primarily by public subsidy and the role of public 
funding in financing. The chapter then delves into the history, emergence and use of 
crowdfunding within the Australian context as a source of production finance.   
 
3.1 Introduction to Australian Film 
3.1.1 Australian film policy 
Australian policy makers and film historians have been highly focussed on the production 
content of Australian feature films (Verhoeven, 2014). Representations of national identity, 
myths and legends, and the Australian character through screen-based stories date back to the 
beginning of the 1900s and the early years of silent cinema. As Elizabeth Jacka (Turner, 
1993, p. 106) argues, for much of Australian film history, Australian feature film production 
has largely been preoccupied with and characterised by representations of national identity 
and the Australian character. Since the 1970s, cultural policy has developed and maintained 
an Australian film industry and, as Tom O’Regan (1996, p. 26) argues, ‘without it there 
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would be no Australian cinema beyond a trivial level’. Nevertheless, throughout Australian 
cinema history since the 1970s, Australian film has been characterised by periods of boom 
and bust. In 1999, commentator Mary Anne Reid stated that ‘globalisation’ was the word ‘on 
the tip of every film producer’s tongue and policy maker’s pen’ but the future of the industry 
remained uncertain (1999, p. 8). Even though, at this time, Reid (1999) questioned whether 
the Australian film industry was closing in on maturity and getting closer to becoming a 
sustainable industry, the Australian film industry today remains largely dependent upon 
public subvention. 
 
There are a number of key challenges for the Australian film industry competing against 
Hollywood in a small domestic marketplace (Mayer, et al., 1999, p. 344; O’Regan, 1996, p. 
47). Australian cinema is a small to medium-sized national production system. In the last five 
years, Australia produced, on average, around 30–35 feature films per annum and local films 
have struggled to earn beyond 3–5% of the local box-office (Screen Australia, 2014). These 
figures show that local Australian films with small production budgets are often competing 
against high-budget Hollywood movies. As this suggests, Australia is often classed as a 
fragile and dependent cinema that is ‘structurally dispensable’ (O’Regan, 1996, p. 111). This 
relates to the idea of Australia being a mundane cinema “seen to lack distinction and great 
value…for its domestic audience’ (O’Regan, 1996, p. 111). 
 
On the other hand, Hollywood—considered a powerful transnational conglomerate—
dominates the local Australian market. The latest Screen Australia (2014) report shows the 
Hollywood production Avatar (Dir. James Cameron, 2009) to be the highest-grossing film of 
all time in Australia, with box-office earnings of A$115.6 million as of 3 February 2014, 
making it the first film released in Australia to earn over A$100 million. Only three 
Australian films are included in Screen Australia’s Top 50 film list (ranked by total reported 
gross Australian box-office revenue): Crocodile Dundee (ranked 8th), Australia (27th) and 
Babe (30th). The five new titles that entered the Top 50 in the last 12 months were all 
Hollywood productions: The Hunger Games, Catching Fire (19th), Iron Man 3 (20th), The 
Hobbit: The Desolation of Smaug (24th), Despicable Me 2 (32nd) and Frozen (43th) (Screen 
Australia report, 2014). As this demonstrates, Hollywood is not only indispensable to 
Australian national cinema, but their dominance continues to have a ‘stranglehold over many 
of the world’s cinema’ (O’Regan, 1996, p. 47).  
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3.1.2 Revival of the Australian feature film industry and the role of public funding 
According to Australian film director Phillip Noyce, the 1969 Arts Council Report endorsed 
by Prime Minster Gorton saw the production of Australian film of the late 1960s and early 
1970s as a declaration of cultural independence from other established filmmaking territories 
around the world (Petzke, 2004). In the early 1960s, interest started to accrue at government 
level in regard to fostering the sustainability of an Australian film industry. A number of 
arguments, both industrial and economic, were put forward outlining how ‘an expanded 
Australian film industry would benefit existing and related industries’ (Turner, 2006, p. 188). 
These arguments were largely led by commentator and film critic Colin Bennett and film 
producer Michael Thornhill who made it their interest to garner government support for a 
local film industry (Mayer et al., 1999, p. 410). Writer and filmmaker Philip Adams and 
politician and public intellectual Barry Jones were also largely responsible for setting up the 
Australian film industry. As cultural studies scholar Graeme Turner reflects: 
 
By the end of the 1960s, these arguments were reinforced by another factor: 
an increasingly powerful nationalist mythology that came to regard film as 
the most desirable medium for projecting an image of the new confidence and 
maturity seen to mark contemporary Australian culture and society (2006, 
p.188).  
 
This time, supported by the film critics, commentators and intellectuals of the time created an 
environment conducive to lobbying the government to stimulate a national film industry and 
provide the requested economic support. The lobbying convinced the federal government to 
develop a film policy. Australia's screen sector was promoted “as an essential vehicle for a 
necessary cultural and national exploration of that heritage” (Verhoeven, 2014, p. 152). In 
1969, Gorton, made its first major intervention to encourage Australian film production 
(Turner, 2006, p. 189). Between 1969 and 1971, a number of initiatives were established.  
 
On 5 March, 1970 the Australian Film Development Corporation (AFDC) Bill was 
introduced into the House of Representatives and supported by both houses (Australian 
Screen, 2014, n.p.); by 1973, the Whitlam government created the Australia Council, a 
national funding body for the arts (Burns & Eltham, 2010, p. 105) followed by the 
Experimental Film and Television Fund (Australian Screen, 2014, n.p.). 1973 also saw the 
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establishment of the Australian Film and Television School to further develop a local film 
industry (Molloy, 1993, p. 1). In May 1975 the first government-sponsored delegation was 
sent to the Cannes Film Festival (Australian Screen, 2014, n.p.) and, by July 1975, the 
Australian Film Development Corporation (AFDC) was restructured and relaunched as the 
Australian Film Commission (AFC) (Australian Screen, 2014, n.p.). 
 
The introduction of public funding in 1969 supported production and financial growth for 
Australia’s film industry. Eighty-four films were produced between 1971 and 1976 (Pike & 
Cooper, 1980). The Australian film renaissance had arrived and, as Molloy explains, 
Australian audiences, ‘long starved of quality Australian films, responded en masse’ (Molloy 
1993, p. 1). However, following the establishment of the AFC in 1975, which replaced the 
AFDC, production began to emphasise the period film, also referred to in film scholarship as 
the ‘AFC genre’, over the low-budget commercial films. Films such as The Adventures of 
Barry McKenzie (Dir. Bruce Beresford, 1972) were phased out to showcase more films like 
Picnic at Hanging Rock (Dir. Peter Weir, 1975), Breaker Morant (Dir. Bruce Beresford, 
1980) and Gallipoli (Dir. Peter Weir, 1981) (Dermody & Jacka, 1988, p. 81). Graeme Turner, 
for example, explains the fundamentals at play within government bodies at the time and 
their choice of art-house films over more entertainment-based productions: 
 
Instead of more ocker comedies, we had what Dermody and Jacka (1987) have 
called the ‘AFC genre’, a national film style determined by the preferences of 
the funding bodies and greeted critically as a source of national pride. These 
films deferred to European standards of cinematic taste – the models were the 
French nouvelle vague and the BBC TV’s historical drama– rather than to 
American objectives of entertainment (2006, p. 193).  
 
These productions built upon enhancing the Australian culture internationally, as set out by 
Gorton’s proposal and even though recommendations cited in the 1969 Arts Council Report 
did encourage low-budget commercial films, in a bid to gain popularity with Australian 
audiences (Bertrand, 2004; O’Regan, 1989, p. 89; Goldsmith & Lealand, 2010, p. 14; Martin, 
2010, p. 11; Nowra, 2009), they were ‘castigated unmercifully by the critics’ (Moran & 
O’Regan, 1985, p. 140). Ultimately, value was placed more on films representative of 
Australian culture and, by all accounts, demonstrative of the national cinema model 
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supported by cultural economists (Avram, 2004, p. 24; Ryan, 2009, p. 47; McKee, 1999; 
Moran & Veith, 2005, p. 25).   
 
Public support for feature film production underwent an overhaul in the 1980s. In 1981, the 
Division 10BA was introduced into the Income Tax Assessment Act 1936, which allowed 
investors to claim a 150% tax concession and to pay tax on only half of any income earned 
from the investment (Screen Australia, 2014). Under this provision, investors who acquired 
an interest in the copyright of new, qualifying productions made wholly or substantially in 
Australia received a 100 per cent tax concession over two financial years once the film 
existed and was used to produce income (Australian screen 2014, n.p.). The films produced in 
the first few years of the tax incentive scheme introduced the work of some of Australia’s 
most respected filmmakers to the world, such as Puberty Blues (Dir. Bruce Beresford, 1981), 
Starstruck (Dir. Gillian Armstrong, 1982), Mad Max (Dir. George Miller, 1980) and The Year 
of Living Dangerously (Dir. Peter Weir, 1892). According to the Australian Bureau of 
Statistics (ABS), whilst historical-drama and literary adaptations were the popular focus for 
production, filmmakers started to produce content outside of this framework by focussing on 
more contemporary content and issues (ABS, 2013).  
 
However, in 1983, Australian film production was enduring some business concerns that was 
starting to effect screen production, despite assistance from the tax incentive scheme (ABS,  
2013). The government’s business concerns regarding the cost of 10BA since it was 
implemented meant that concessions were progressively reduced to 100%. The reduction of 
the 10BA “saw government agencies (AFC and Film Finance Corporation) become the 
principal financiers of Australian film” (Ryan, 2010, p. 27). Division 10BA ceased to remain 
open to new content creators in July 2007 with the introduction of the new producer offset 
(Screen Australia, 2014).   
 
3.1.3 Dualism between culture and industry: Industry 1 and Industry 2  
Since the Australian filmmaking revival, government agencies have worked towards creating 
an Australian filmmaking culture (O’Regan, 1996, p. 15). Debate surrounding the cultivation 
of an Australian filmmaking culture has been centred mostly on quality art-house cinema and 
Australian stories vis-à-vis commercial or popular genre movie production (McFarlane, 1987, 
p. 25; Rayner, 2000; Martin, 2010, p. 11; O’Regan, 1996; Ryan, 2012, p. 2). The Australian 
  
45 
 
film renaissance sparked debate not only among Australia’s policy makers but also its 
filmmakers, academics and industry commentators. These groups of professionals have been 
part of a larger discussion of what they think constitutes the best direction of the Australian 
film industry.  
 
The introduction of the 1975 Australian Film Commission (AFC) was the first Australian 
government body to support quality art-house film production. The ‘AFC genre’ of 
filmmaking—also referred to as the ‘period film’ in film literature—has been fundamental in 
creating a national filmmaking identity (McKee, 1999). These films have been ‘the cultural 
flagships of the nation’, where cultural capital over financial capital has been objective 
(Turner, 2006, p. 193). Over time, however, the economic need for continuing government 
assistance to support the creation of an Australian ‘AFC genre’ film has become a ‘vexed 
issue’ with some filmmakers (McFarlane, 1987, p. 4). “Filmmakers feel they are unable to 
fulfil their creative potential . . . that only producing art-house cinema hampers their efforts to 
interpret themselves to the rest of the world” (Jacka in Turner, 1993, p. 107). As Mark Ryan 
states, this has created a dualism between culture and industry:  
 
Cultural policy (as well as public subsidy), in the way that is has been practised 
in Australia since the 1970s, has fostered a certain type of film industry: it 
circumscribes certain notions of value; it mandates a particular film culture; 
and it limits the types of films produced in Australia, favouring art-house films 
emphasising Australian-ness and social realism in opposition to genre films 
(2009, p. 47).    
 
The dual roles of art and commerce have effected the nature of Australian film funding. 
These competing trajectories for the Australian film industry are described as Industry 1 and 
Industry 2, referring to ‘discourses of nationalism’ and ‘discourses of commercialism’, 
respectively (see Table 3, which sets out the main features of the two discourses) (Dermody 
& Jacka, 1987, p. 197). 
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Table 3: Two Discourses of Australian Film 
Industry 1  Industry 2 
Socially concerned 
 
Social concern is not the business of film, 
entertainment is 
Search for an Australian identity Australia is part of the international scene, 
national identity is equivalent to xenophobia 
Leftish labour 
 
No pointed political affiliation but could be 
liberal voters 
Modestly budgeted films for local 
audiences 
Big budget films for an international audience 
Didactic films, films with social purpose 
 
Anti-message films; they are ‘audience 
downers’ or ‘social engineering’ 
Interested in other arts, literate, middle 
class 
Anti-snobbery, anti-art, middlebrow 
Film literate or film buffery Anti-art film 
Anti-monopolistic values; champions of 
independence 
Pro-Hollywood: ‘they do it bigger and better 
– we can learn from them’ 
In favour of government regulation of the 
industry 
For the ‘free market’ 
Against cultural imperialism ‘Cultural imperialism? Never heard of it!’  
Cultural and political benefits for film not 
necessarily quantifiable     
‘Bums on seats’ and box-office dollars are all 
that matter 
Source: Verhoeven (2001, pp. 161–162).  
 
Industry 3 and Industry 4 
However, according to Deb Verhoeven, there is an Industry 3 outlined in Table 4 that 
indicates a place where films and filmmakers comprise both Industry 1 and Industry 2 
discourses, “where niche does not simply mean local or art-house and where global does not 
simply mean overseas or formulaic” (Verhoeven, 2001, p. 162). 
 
   
  
  
47 
 
Table 4: Industry 3   
Industry 3 
Simultaneously international as well as national 
Everyone is a transnational citizen—actors and crew might fund success both locally and 
internationally 
Films are both derivative and critically distant 
Use of digital production technologies 
Are imbricated with other audio-visual industries and new media technologies 
Films have narrative styles and themes that are different from a big-budget Hollywood film  
Films sit comfortably alongside, often drawing on Hollywood for inspiration   
Niche/specific audiences across the globe rather than ‘local’ versus mass audience 
Filmmakers won’t compromise local elements but will exploit territories outside the local 
realm 
Filmmakers move between the government/non-government divide from project to project   
Filmmakers sometimes move within the one film 
Source: Verhoeven (2001, p. 162). 
 
The rise of Industry 3 refers to production possibilities enabled by internationalisation. It 
typically comprises films initiated by “Australians wanting to work with large budgets, 
international resources, high-profile actors, and local content or personnel, and shooting 
either in Australia or offshore, or combining the two” (Verhoeven, 2014 p. 162). An example 
of this process would be the creative work of film director Baz Luhrmann who, as an 
Australian filmmaker, is able to adapt outside of the Australian milieu to produce creative 
content. He is especially noted for his work in the international filmmaking arena without 
compromising his “artistic independence and interest in pursuing an antipodean” (Verhoeven, 
2014, p. 162).  
 
Australia’s film industry has experienced a number of changes internationally since the 1990s 
with “globalisation … reconfiguring national production systems and traditional financing, 
production and distribution models” (Ryan, 2009, p. 44). David Michôd’s latest film, The 
Rover (2014), is one of a number of examples of films being produced outside the traditional 
film funding model with unique financing partnerships. In a report on the transformations of 
tastes across the globe, Michael Emmison (1997, p. 322) finds a trend in which most US 
culture appears to be increasingly shaping Australians’ tastes in a wide range of cultural 
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domains. Nevertheless, he writes that, “despite these changes in cultural tastes, Australians of 
all ages retain a strong sense of a distinctive national identity”.  
 
Today Verhoeven (2014, p. 163) writes about a Fourth industry model that is emerging 
alongside a period of significant industrial disruption such as the recent government funding 
cuts to Australia’s leading screen agency. This Industry is characterised by innovative 
pathways for creating Australian film content and is rising out of the digitisation of the screen 
industries. A current example of this model is how crowdfunding is enabling producers to 
initiate film finance for independent screen production or even “top up” their funding once 
their film is mid-way or nearing the end of production. 
 
3.1.4 Australian film and contemporary film funding  
In the contemporary screen environment, Australian feature-length screen content 
productions are funded through a mix of private and public sources of finance and 
investment, both from local and international sources. As international film industry 
executive, consultant and author Angus Finney writes, “many independent films rely on both 
sources of cash towards their budgets, but it is often assumed that finance and investment are 
essentially the same tools. They are not” (Finney, 2010, p. 62). Firstly, film ‘finance’ is 
sought by way of a loan towards a production and this loan is usually on the basis that there 
will be a return to the investor. The return is set out in writing as a form of security to the 
investor. Secondly, film ‘investment’ or ‘equity’ will normally recoup behind a bank, but 
‘prior to the producer receiving net profits’ (Finney, 2010, pp. 62–63). At the point of ‘cash 
break-even’, the investors then share in the profits of the film. This way, the investor 
becomes a co-owner of the film negative and normally shares in any value (i.e. cash flows) in 
perpetuity (Finney, 2010, pp. 62–63). Finance sought from national and international sources 
is essential today for the development of independent films around the world (Goldsmith, 
Ward, & O’Regan, 2010, p. 10). 
 
Australian filmmakers can access funding from federal, state and territory funding bodies. 
While a number of public/government funding options exist, including the producer offset 
scheme, many filmmakers elect to seek funding through private avenues, such as 
crowdfunding. The history of the Australian crowdfunding model will be covered shortly.   
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The current funding options for Australian screen producers are outlined briefly in Table 5 as 
follows:  
 
Table 5: Sources of Government, Private and Industry Finance for Production  
 Name/Incentive Type  Description  
1. Screen Australia  Public  Funded by the Federal Government, they provide 
development and production funding for film, 
television and digital media projects 
2. State and 
Territory funding 
bodies 
Public These funding bodies provide production and 
development funding for filmmakers at various stages 
of the process, mainly through Screen NSW, Film 
Victoria, Screen Tasmania, South Australian Film 
Corporation, Screen West Australia (WA), Screen 
Northern Territory (NT) and Screen Queensland 
3. Producer offset Public The 2007 ‘producer offset’ provides incentives for 
film production in Australia through tax legislation 
4. Incentive for 
Australian 
broadcasters to 
provide financing 
for Australian 
film 
Public There is an incentive for Australian free-to-air 
broadcasters and pay-television channels to provide 
financing for Australian film and television 
production, usually in the form of a licence fee for 
transmission rights. 
5. Australian film 
distribution 
companies 
Public Australian film distribution companies are possible 
sources of production finance for feature films 
6. Location Offset  Public International sources of film funding include: co-
productions and film financing in the international 
market   
7. Private 
Investment  
Private By attracting private funding and investment, 
filmmakers can offer investment opportunities to 
private investors in the production of their films 
8. Crowdfunding  Private Crowdfunding in Australia is increasingly a source of 
production finance as well as professional 
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development   
  Source: Arts Law Information Sheet (2014, n.p.). 
3.1.5 The producer offset 
Screen Australia research indicates that over the six years since the producer offset was 
introduced in 2007, average annual project production expenditure has increased significantly 
for feature films (82.5%), TV drama (46%) and documentaries (81%) despite decreased 
funding from government bodies (Screen Australia, 2015). The producer offset has provided 
A$1 billion provided through the offsets. Screen Australia aims to fund programs it sees as 
having cultural value and providing an enduring legacy for Australian identity. . Their 
funding, however, is finite and, as Graeme Mason points out, ‘a good funding decision sees 
an excellent film, TV or multi-media project being made’ (Mason, 2014b, n.p.). Some 
projects, Mason says, make less return on investment but they have a strong creative vision 
and deliver unbelievable cultural benefits (Mason, 2014b).  
3.1.6 Screen Australia Drama Report 2013/2014 Key Industry Data 
Table 6 represents Screen Australia’s five-year summary of the Australian feature film slate 
between 2009/10 and 2013/14:  
 
Table 6: Screen Australia Drama Report 2013/2014 
 Domestic Features Co-Production Features Total 
 No. 
titles  
Total 
budgets 
($m) 
Spend 
($m) 
No. 
titles  
Total 
budgets 
($m) 
Spend 
($m) 
No. 
titles  
Total 
budgets 
($m) 
Spend 
($m) 
2009/10 37 248 242 5 53 31 42 301 273 
2010/11 18 59 56 4 67 37 22 125 93 
2011/12 30 328 272 4 44 32 34 372 303 
2012/13 29 301 251 0 0 0 29 301 251 
2013/14 32 323 288 3 35 9 35 359 297 
5-yr av 29 252 222 3 40 22 32 292 243 
Source: Screen Australia Drama Report (2014, n.p.). 
 
From data contained in Screen Australia’s (2014) annual drama report, the 2013/14 
Australian feature slate totalled 35 titles with these productions accounting for expenditure in 
Australia of A$297 million. There was an increase of six new titles from 2013 which 
accounted for A$251 million. In 2014 feature films included three co-productions with both 
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Germany and Canada, as well as high-budget national productions which included Gods of 
Egypt and The Water Diviner. In 2014 feature production has been the highest since a report 
by Screen Australia in 2008/09 (Screen Australia, 2014). In fact it has been feature films like 
The Great Gatsby (Dir. Baz Luhrmann, 2013) and I, Frankenstein (Dir. Stuart Beattie, 2014), 
that boosted the total expenditure of Australian feature production, However co-productions 
for Australian feature films decreased for the first time in 14 years. There is much change in 
feature film activity, demonstrating that sources of finance for production are becoming more 
diverse and, therefore, the move to crowdfunding may be part of this broader shift. 
 
3.2 Financial Changes to Government Support  
In recent years, the public funding environment supporting screen production has been 
squeezed in a changing policy and political environment that is putting pressure on Screen 
Australia’s ability to fund some areas of production as well as requiring producers to look for 
additional or supplementary sources of finance.  As outlined previously, federal government 
support for locally made films, channelled through Screen Australia and its predecessors, has 
been a crucial factor in building and sustaining a successful independent film industry.  
 
Since their inception, Screen Australia has supported Australian stories to receive box-office 
acclaim and critical hits (Marks, 2014), so the recent announcement by the Federal 
Commission of Audit (FCA) recommending ‘a halving in Screen Australia’s budget’ has 
caused the Australian film industry to ‘react with fury’ (Viner, 2014, n.p.; Needham, 2014, 
n.p.). The FCA recommended its main filmmaking body Screen Australia merge offices with 
the country’s central arts funding organisation, the Australia Council, and cut A$25 million in 
funding to the proposed collaboration over the next four years (Viner, 2014; Nicholson, 
2014). It is important to note that the Commission of audit’s recommendation to halve 
funding and merge with the Australia Council is separate to the Commonwealth 
government’s decision to reduce Screen Australia’s base funding in the May 2014 Budget 
(Klippan, 2015).  The CEO of Screen Australia, Graeme Mason, said Screen Australia was 
implementing strategies in order to maintain government funding support for independent 
producers while ‘the commercial money available in Australia is spread thinner’ (Mason, 
2014b, n.p.). For example, the funding body will cap spending at $2 million to spread funds 
further ‘instead of investing up to $2.5 million on individual feature films and television 
projects’ (Maddox, 2014, n.p.).  
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Commentators and Australian film producers have reacted strongly to the impending cuts to 
the pool of potential funding for the industry. Opposition Arts Spokesman Mark Dreyfus 
believes that Australian politicians are turning their backs ‘on the people who tell our stories, 
who enrich our lives, who make us who we are as Australians’ (Nicholson, 2014, n.p.). Even 
though Graeme Mason insists that Screen Australia’s core business will remain to assist the 
creation of quality Australian content (Mason, 2014b), producers such as Robert Connolly 
say “it is a ‘catastrophic’ recommendation”  and believes that ‘reducing financial support will 
decrease Australian screen content…and I don’t think Australians want that’ (Viner, 2014; 
Needham, 2014, n.p.). Connolly insists that, despite the proposed strategies in place, the 
recommendations are essentially denying a future generation of Australians a chance to see 
our stories on screen ‘in the volume that we're used to’ (Needham, 2014, n.p.). Mr Mason 
said he hoped these cuts would not effect the ability of producers to get projects off the 
ground (Maddox, 2014, n.p.), as he is aware that Australia was already ‘a very underfunded 
industry’. As film producer and director of 52 Tuesdays (2013), Sophie Hyde, writes ‘we do 
so much with the small amount that we get’, cuts to our screen sector ‘would effectively 
decapitate it’ (Needham, 2014, n.p.). Producer and founder of the film distribution company 
Titan View, John L. Simpson, argues that the FCA’s recommendation would ‘culturally put 
us back in the stone age… that we'll be a cultural backwater if we don't invest’ (Needham, 
2014, n.p.). It is a ‘great shame’, according to actor Richard Roxburgh, considering the 
Australian screen industry has ‘found its stride and is making its mark internationally’ 
(Nicholson, 2014, n.p.).        
     
In his most recent address to the Australian screen industry, Graeme Mason agrees that 
Australia has been making its mark internationally and, contrary to popular belief, it is in 
good shape. What he did call for was for the observers and commentators to unite and 
recognise the health of the Australian film sector and, according to Mr Mason:  
 
The sky is not falling: yes we are a small population and we will never achieve 
the astronomical box office returns you hear about out of the US. Yes, it is 
always going to be difficult to finance production, as film, TV drama, 
documentaries and online content are inherently risky business for investors. 
Yes, they are challenging times for production companies that have built their 
business model around traditional distribution mechanisms, all of which are 
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changing. But we are working together with the common aim of creating great 
content that resonates with audiences across Australia and internationally 
(Mason, 2014b, n.p.).  
 
However, producers were not so sure, with many around Australia continuing to believe the 
cuts ‘are threatening the development of Australia’s next generation of screen talent’ (Young, 
2014, n.p.). This is evident in Australian producers increasingly looking overseas for 
investment (Mason, 2014b) and by figures presented from the most recent Australian Screen 
Producers Survey. The survey found 76% of producers were actively developing co-
productions with international companies and 48% were actively seeking international 
investment in their companies (Bodey, 2014).  While Graeme Mason says that Screen 
Australia’s programs encourage collaboration and partnerships, enabling Australian 
producers to learn from their international counterparts and vice versa—and bring in 
international finance—Robert Connolly has concerns that local filmmakers would be 
particularly hard hit by the cuts to Screen Australia production finance (Needham, 2014). The 
Manager of the Australian Directors Guild said: ‘to say that you're going to cut by 50% and 
increase Australian production doesn't make any sense’ (Needham, 2014, n.p.). Nevertheless, 
as Mason outlines in the first chapter of this study, the financing environment is becoming 
more difficult and diverse as filmmakers are looking for new and sometimes alternative 
sources of finance.   
3.3 Crowdfunding: A growing phenomenon in Australia 
For over a century, securing finance for film production has meant ‘pitching’ an idea to a 
business representative in the context of a distributor, investor, TV station or sales agent; in 
other words, gatekeepers who have the power to make the film available to an audience. This 
relationship is known as business to business (B2B). The crowdfunding business model 
allows for direct communication with an audience, known today as the business to consumer 
model (B2C) as content creators work directly with their intended audience on all levels such 
as pitching a film idea and executing a financing and marketing campaign. As Mai (2011) 
asserts connecting with an audience is where the real value is in today’s film industry (Mai, 
2011).  
 
Crowdfunding is burgeoning in Australia. Given that is it only a relatively new phenomenon 
worldwide, beginning its popularity with Kickstarter in the US in 2009, it didn’t take long for 
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crowdfunding to accelerate its activity on Australian shores. The US Kickstarter platform has 
received pledges of more than US$100 million for screen projects since April 2009. The pace 
is accelerating: from 2012 to early-2013, Eltham (2013) found that nearly $US60 million in 
the US has been donated. Pioneering this space in Australia came with the launch of Pozible 
in 2010, which has led to the creation of roughly 17 crowdfunding platforms operating in 
Australia today to a wide array of services and projects (Maguire, 2015). Pozible’s success 
has in part been influenced by first-mover advantage and being the first crowdfunding 
platform in Australia to cater to the needs of varied creative enterprises, including film. These 
projects are mainly comprised of short films and web-based videos which are the largest 
funding category, as set out in Table 10 showcasing Pozible Statistics (Verhoeven, 2014, p. 
159). In four short years, the crowdfunding industry, comprised of musicians, filmmakers, 
inventors and innumerable charities and even start-up businesses (Goldberg and Doherti, 
2012, pp. 53–54), has expanded considerably, with Pozible declared as one of the top three 
platforms globally, receiving $US19.2 in pledges as of mid-April (Kollmorgen, 2014). 
Pozible is a predominant platform for film investment here in Australia, especially for 
independent screen projects (Eltham 2013). Given Australia’s relatively small population, it 
is indeed a successful enterprise. Forbes estimates that, in 2011, crowdfunding platforms 
raised nearly US$1.5 billion worldwide (Goldberg & Doherti, 2012, p. 54) and, according to 
Crowdsourcing.org., crowdfunding reached US$2.8 billion in 2012 (Wasik, 2012).  
 
In 2013, Eltham noted that film and screen projects comprise the largest category in Australia 
in terms of the total amount of money invested in campaigns (Eltham, 2013). In fact, most 
projects on crowdfunding platforms are artistic initiatives such as independent screen content 
producers seeking the finance to make their independent film (Goldberg & Doherti, 2012, p. 
54). Australia’s arts community is essentially a collective of people interested in the arts and 
interested in giving or receiving a helping hand: “crowdfunding has given life to creative 
projects that might otherwise have fallen straight to the cutting-room floor” (Frost, 2014, p. 
114). In the US, crowdfunding has matured to the point where ‘it is becoming a significant 
funder of small and medium-sized projects, including feature films’. This status is causing 
commentators in Australia to question if crowdfunding ‘is beginning to mature as a viable 
platform for screen finance in Australia’ (Eltham, 2013, n.p.).  
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Since Pozible’s launch in 2010, there has been a number of independent screen projects 
reaching and exceeding their funding goals (Mai & McLellan, 2012). In a short time, 
crowdfunding campaigns have become ‘ubiquitous in our Facebook and Twitter feeds’, 
illuminating another funding option for independent screen producers at a time when 
‘government funding seems increasingly mythical’ (Frost, 2014, p. 114). However, 
crowdfunding is not only assisting Australia’s current batch of filmmakers (Mai & McLellan, 
2012), it is being noticed by Australia’s traditional funding bodies. In 2013, Western 
Australia’s government funding agency, ScreenWest, completed an A$250,000 matching 
funds program with Pozible (Eltham, 2013).  
 
Since crowdfunding has become an option for independent screen content producers to use as 
a source of finance, there have been some telling examples from creators around the world. 
International case studies Inocente (Dir. Sean and Andrea Nix Fine, 2012) and the Veronica 
Mars Movie (Dir. Rob Thomas, 2013), covered earlier in Chapter 2, showed how 
participatory culture and the sharing of ideas about a film can gauge the interest of audiences. 
Audiences are responding to new content circulated through the Internet, especially via 
crowdfunding platforms. Short films through to feature-length films are finding an audience 
and being financially supported for production via the wisdom of the crowd. These instances 
show that the power of the crowd will support projects and content that they want to see. 
Wyrmwood: Road of the Dead (Dir. Kiah Roache-Turner, 2015) and The Babadook (Dir. 
Jennifer Kent, 2014) suggest that crowdfunding may indeed be a viable alternative to play 
with in the funding game, opening the playing field up to creators who are willing to put in 
the work to experiment with a new model of funding that sidesteps traditional gatekeepers 
(Hargreave, 2014). 
 
As Thomas Mai (2014b) argues, younger and emerging filmmakers are more likely to 
embrace this concept as it allows them to get their film produced sooner rather than lining up 
for government funding. These cases are also showing how crowdfunding can be a significant 
contributor to independent screen production in Australia, even as a source of supplementary 
finance. Filmmakers are connecting with audiences mostly through crowdfunding platforms 
and social media sites. However Iron Sky (Dir. Timo Vuorensola, 2012) and The Tunnel (Dir. 
Carlo Ledesma, 2011) were two exceptions that used custom designed websites. The 
filmmakers behind these films crowdfunded the financing on their own terms, without the 
control and terms set out by an external gatekeeper.  
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3.3.1 Pioneering success story 1: The Tunnel  
The Tunnel (Dir. Carlo Ledesma, 2011) is a horror movie about a news team that investigates 
a government cover-up in relation to a lake deep inside a labyrinth of disused train tunnels 
beneath central Sydney (Gibbs, 2011). Co-written, co-produced and co-edited by Enzo 
Tedeschi and Julian Harvey on a shoestring budget, the film became known as the ‘The 135K 
Project’ (Fulton, 2010, n.p.). In 2011, the team developed a revolutionary crowdfunding 
campaign to raise money for their free feature-length horror film. As Michelle Starr (2013, 
n.p.) of CNET writes, before anyone had heard of crowdfunding in Australia, filmmakers ‘hit 
upon a new way to make an independent film’.     
 
The team decided to presell frames of their film (25 fps x 90 min movie = 135,000 frames x 
$1 per frame = A$135,000 budget) in the hopes they would be able to crowdfund their 
A$135,000 budget. They secured a partnership with BitTorrent in which they could be 
promoted through the US software-maker’s internet platforms. Rather than simply sending 
their film out to DVD, the filmmakers launched their film for free on the internet to a global 
audience (Philsandberg, 2007). The rationale was that should even just a portion of 
downloaders decide to buy physical media, film frames or merchandise, then the finance 
would materialise and the filmmakers would not only make a profit but also better position 
themselves for their next project (Philsandberg, 2007). They ultimately raised approximately 
A$36,000 (Fulton, 2010) and were still able to produce the film. The Tunnel has been viewed 
by an audience of over 12 million across multiple platforms (Philsandberg, 2007) and has 
since won film festival and internet media awards. Under a DVD distribution deal with 
Transmission Films and Paramount, The Tunnel was released in Australia and New Zealand 
and premiered on 18 May, 2011 at Event Cinemas, Bondi Junction, at a Popcorn Taxi 
screening and Q&A event. It was also released simultaneously on DVD, TV and BitTorrent 
(Roettgers, 2011). The producers of The Tunnel went on to receive the Breakthrough 
Producers of the Year Award at the Screen Producers Association Australia (SPAA) in 2011 
(Mai and McLellan, 2012).  
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3.3.2 Pioneering Success Story 2: Iron Sky  
Iron Sky (Dir. Timo Vuorensola, 2012) is a Finnish–Australian–German comic science 
fiction action film directed by Timo Vuorensola and written by Johanna Sinisalo and Michael 
Kalesniko. It tells the story of a group of Nazi Germans who, having been defeated in 1945, 
fled to the Moon where they built a space fleet to return in 2018 to conquer Earth (Bunbury 
2012, n.p.). With a budget of €7.5m, Timo Vuorensola decided to create a unique 
collaboration with his fans that involved an innovative crowdfunding campaign (which 
allowed people to also request screenings in their area) through a website: wreckamovie.com 
(Mwangaguhunga, 2013). The filmmakers also sought creative input from their fans to 
increase engagement towards the design of story elements and character costumes and other 
textual elements of the final film, a level of participation that constituted ‘crowdsourcing’. 
They first offered a reward-based model that raised A$200,000 before driving a larger 
campaign of equity packages between A$1,300 and A$26,000 and involving the title of 
‘producer’. A$800,000 in equity funding was raised from 20 European countries, which also 
attracted interest from the traditional marketplace (Dawtrey, 2012). The final money raised 
was more than A$1 million of its A$10 million budget via crowdfunding, with the rest 
coming from traditional funding sources (Roxborough, 2013). The film had its world 
premiere on 11 February, 2012 at the Berlin Film Festival. This innovative crowdfunding 
exercise has created a loyal following with fans following the filmmakers towards their next 
project, Iron Sky 2: The Coming Race (Mwangaguhunga, 2013).  The filmmakers have raised 
A$150,000 from crowdfunding to go towards script and promotional development and aim to 
begin shooting in 2015 (Roxborough, 2013). Iron Sky has been termed an Internet sensation 
and the most expensive film ever to come out of Finland (Mwangaguhunga, 2013).   
 
3.3.3 The consultant and crowdfunding    
A fledgling industry practitioner, Thomas Mai has emerged as a strong voice in relation to 
strategies filmmakers adopt and the role crowdfunding plays for independent production in 
Australia. The co-founder of FanDependent, Thomas Mai educates filmmakers on how to 
connect with their audience via social media. Mai developed FanDependent in 2011 in a bid 
to coach filmmakers to move from ‘independent’ filmmaking to ‘FanDependent’ filmmaking. 
The ethos behind FanDependent is to guide filmmakers to pitch and communicate directly 
with their audience and to build and maintain a healthy database of fans that can help with the 
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financing and marketing of each film. In 2011, Mai was awarded the Innovative Distribution 
Grant from Screen Australia: he has assisted and guided 16 Australian filmmakers to connect 
with their audience before, during and after they have made a film by understanding the key 
areas of independent filmmaking such as financing (crowdfunding), marketing (social media) 
and distribution (digital distribution, i.e. Four walling, iTunes, Amazon, Hulu, Netflix, etc.) 
(Mai & McLellan, 2012). Producer of crowdfunded feature film The Tunnel (2011) Enzo 
Tedeschi describes Thomas Mai as being at the cutting edge of thinking in the world of 
crowdfunding and alternative distribution models today (thomasmai.net/consulting.com).     
 
Table 7: Thomas Mai Crowdfunding Campaigns 
 
Source: ‘Crowdfunding Campaigns’: data table provided on request by Thomas Mai (2015).  
 
As outlined in the graphic provided, Mai has had input to over 16 crowdfunding campaigns, 
reaching a total investment of A$679,765, with an average donation of A$245 per person and 
a total of 4,393 backers. He has achieved a success rate of over 56%, which is higher than the 
industry standard of 40% (Mai, 2014a). Assisting filmmakers to build their own database of 
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fans and a direct economic relationship between filmmaker and audience (Mai, 2015), Mai’s 
perspective as an industry expert is valued and his views are drawn upon in the following 
chapter to frame questions around the viability of crowdfunding for local filmmakers.   
 
3.4 CONCLUSION  
The support of narrative-based screen production has been a central focus of funding support 
by state and national screen funding bodies. In the past year, discussion taking place about 
the screen sector is particularly concerned with the current state of our screen sector and 
mostly, the Federal Commission of Audit’s recent recommendation to halve Screen 
Australia’s budget. This vulnerable climate for our screen sector is making way for other 
opportunities like crowdfunding to find its place within Australia as a source of funding for 
professional development. Crowdfunding offers a new approach to storytelling, one primarily 
supported by the crowd, but one that is also being recognised by our funding bodies. Still 
emerging, some funding bodies are collaborating on screen content productions with 
Australian filmmakers who are ‘coming to the party’ with money sourced from a 
crowdfunding campaign. The following chapter will showcase a number of crowdfunding 
campaigns that have both been financed independently through crowdfunding and through 
partnerships with our funding bodies. Chapter 4 investigates whether crowdfunding is, 
indeed, ‘beginning to mature as a viable platform for screen finance in Australia’ (Eltham, 
2013, n.p.).    
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Chapter 4: Australian Independent Screen Content 
Producers and Crowdfunding 
This chapter examines and analyses primary trends in terms of the function and development 
of crowdfunding in Australia in relation to feature-length projects. This chapter examines 
three case studies from independent screen content producers and a crowdfunding coach in 
order to examine some of the opportunities and challenges for independent screen content 
producers. Horror films Wyrmwood: Road of the Dead (Dir. Kiah Roache-Turner, 2015) and 
The Babadook (Dir. Jennifer Kent, 2014) and drama Canopy (Dir. Aaron Wilson, 2014) 
employ crowdfunding as a supplementary source of finance in partnership with conventional 
forms of funding at different points throughout their productions: Wyrmwood: Road of the 
Dead in pre-production, The Babadook during production and Canopy for post-production 
funding (Canopy is discussed in Chapter 5). These cases offer insight into how crowdfunding 
can be a potential new formula for a change that foresees filmmakers, regardless of their 
geographical origin, telling their own story (Colman, 2014, p. 5). This chapter also takes a 
closer look at how recent feature-length films and documentaries have been produced and 
developed by leveraging finance from crowdfunding.     
 
4.1 Crowdfunding and Australian Screen Content    
Since the emergence of crowdfunding to Australia in 2010 with crowdfunding platform 
Pozible, as well as the development of custom crowdfunding platforms around the same time 
(for example, The Tunnel), at least 12 feature-length productions have been produced and 
released as of January 2015 that have drawn upon some level of crowdfunding. The research 
of produced feature-film and feature-length documentaries show that these films derived 
funding through three crowdfunding platforms: Pozible, Indiegogo and Kickstarter, Australia. 
Although 35 feature films and 11 feature-length documentaries are in development through 
Pozible (with many more short film and web series etc. also in development), it is difficult to 
estimate the exact number of new films being introduced to current and emerging platforms. 
It is also difficult to provide a definite number of feature films that have been successfully 
produced. Although every effort has been made to ensure that all feature-length projects have 
been accounted for, it is important to note that Table 8 may not be a definitive list of all 
‘produced’ films using crowdfunding as a source of finance. To date, it is difficult to provide 
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such a list due to the fact that feature-length projects that may have successfully completed 
their crowdfunding campaign may not actually go into production, or they remain in post-
production for numerous years before their completion and release. The focus largely on 
feature films in this current study also limits the scope of the research, and is a deliberate 
attempt  to provide a concentrated and contained ‘snapshot’ of Australian feature-length films 
using crowdfunding as a source of finance for production. There are a large number of short-
form projects that have been successfully produced using crowdfunding but this is outside the 
scope of this project.   
 
In Table 8, all production budget figures and total crowdfunding totals presented were readily 
available from IMDB.com and/or the film’s respective crowdfunding business platform 
website at the time of writing. It is also difficult to gauge the time between when a filmmaker 
secures their funds through crowdfunding and when the film in question actually begins 
principal photography.  
 
Table 8: Produced Feature-Length Crowdfunded Films   
No. Genre Feature Film, or 
Feature-Length 
Documentary 
Crowdfunding 
Platform  
Year Total 
Budget 
(A$ except 
8)  
Crowdfunding 
Total (A$) 
Govt.  
Funding 
1 Horror, 
Thriller 
Inner Demon Pozible  2015 $350,000 $20,291 N/A 
2 Science 
Fiction 
Series 
AirLock  Kickstarter 
Australia  
2015 $700,000 $30,486  
Pledged of 
$100,000 goal  
Screen 
Australia  
3 Horror Wyrmwood: Road 
of the Dead 
Indiegogo 2015 $950,000 $48,545 Screen 
Australia 
4 Drama Canopy Pozible  2014 $1.3 mil $23,012 Film 
Victoria 
5 Horror The Jungle Indiegogo 2013 N/A $ 18,233 N/A 
6 
 
Thriller Crime & 
Punishment 
Pozible 
 
2015 
 
N/A $20,910 N/A 
7 Horror The Babadook Kickstarter 2014 $2.3 mil $39,163 Screen 
Australia, 
South 
Australian 
Film 
Corporation 
8 Action, 
Comed
y, 
Science 
Fiction 
Iron Sky wreckamovie.c
om 
2012 €7,500,000 
(estimated) 
$1.5 million  N/A 
9 Crime, 
Thriller 
The Second 
Coming 
Pozible 2015 $280,000 
(estimated) 
$76,585  Screen 
NSW 
10 Horror, 
Thriller 
The Tunnel  BitTorrent  2011 $135,000 
(estimated) 
$36,000 N/A 
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11 Docum
entary  
Gayby Baby Pozible 2015 $350, 000 $104,756   N/A 
12 Drama  Broke Indiegogo 2014 $80,000 
(estimated) 
$54,157 N/A 
 Total: $2 million (estimated total 
crowdfunding raised) 
   
 
Table 8 illustrates that an estimated A$2m of crowdfunding has been raised for a total of 12 
feature-length projects comprising 11 feature films and one feature-length documentary. 
What is also evident from Table 8 is that even though the number of feature films and 
documentaries and series produced in Australia using crowdfunding is fairly small, there are 
numerous feature-length projects in development (Table 9). Indeed, there are myriad film 
projects launching their campaigns through Australian crowdfunding platforms weekly. As 
Table 9 illustrates, an estimated A$1,022,291 has been successfully raised for feature films 
and feature-length documentaries through crowdfunding since Pozible’s launch in Australia 
in 2010. It is a closer look at the projects that constitute the A$6 million in projects from 
Table 10. Furthermore, a large portion of these projects have gone into development since 
2013, indicating that Table 8 may indeed only be the beginning of this trend towards 
crowdfunding feature-length production. Although over A$1 million dollars has been drawn 
from the crowd to fund Australian independent screen producer’s projects, many of these 
projects may be considered for further funding from Screen Australia either during their 
production or in post-production. 
 
Table 9: Successfully Crowdfunded Feature-Length Films  
No. Feature Films Feature-Length 
Documentaries  
Crowdfunding 
Platform  
Year Crowdfunding 
Total (A$ except 
36) 
 
1 N/A Mj-Au Pozible  2013   $25,297 
2 The Trouble with e  Pozible 2013   $93,765 
3 Zoe. Misplaced; A Film  Pozible 2013   $7,155 
4 New Town  Pozible  2013   $11,164 
5 Love Rage Loss  Pozible 2013   $1,120 
6 Rites of Passage  Pozible 2012   $30,950 
7 Rise of the Underdog   Pozible  2012   $13,465 
8 The Last Goodbye  Pozible 2012   $10,860 
9 N/A The Doctor's Wife 2: Our 
Big Gay Country Wedding 
Pozible  2012   $10,030 
10 The Summit  Pozible  2012   $13,000  
11 Breeding in Captivity  Pozible 2012   $10,329 
12 N/A Advance Australian Film Pozible  2012   $8,165 
13 N/A All The Way Through 
Evening  
Pozible  2011   $11,765  
14 Monster Pies  Pozible 2011   $5,022  
15 AustrAliens  Pozible  2011   $5,340  
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16 The 5th Shadow  Pozible  2011   $7,007  
17 All's Well That Ends 
Well  
 Pozible  2013   $3,435 
18 Mother Mary Sex & 
Death  
 Pozible 2013   $2,486 
19 N/A 'Leigh' – Documentary  Pozible  2013   $14,840  
20 Ward of State  Pozible  2013   $31,800  
21 Burnt  Pozible  2013   $2,975  
22 "Macbeth"  Pozible  2013   $8,199  
23 N/A Dandelions  Pozible  2014   $4,000 
24 Galore  Pozible 2014   $10,655  
25 Short Distance  Pozible 2014   $16,099  
26 54 Days  Pozible  2014   $54,127  
27 The Legend Maker (Ian 
Pringle)  
 Pozible 2014   $5,910  
28 Short Distance  Pozible 2014   $16,099  
29 Aradale  Pozible  2011   $10,080  
30 Crime & Punishment   Pozible  2013   $20,910  
31 This Little Piggy  Pozible  2013   $5,584  
32 N/A Aviation, Love Triangle, 
Murder?  
Pozible  2013   $32,455  
33 Teenage Kicks   Pozible  2013   $67,915  
34 I am Evangeline  Pozible 2013   $21,270 
35 Apocalyptic  Pozible  2013   $6,015  
36 N/A Small is Beautiful, Tiny 
House Film  
Pozible  2013   $9880 
37 N/A Smithy Pozible  2013   $55,543  
38 Damaged  Pozible  2015   $35,557  
39 Downriver   Pozible  2014   $42,602  
40 Only The Young Die 
Good  
 Pozible  2011   $5,225  
41 Dick’s Clinic  Pozible  2014   $17,000  
42 N/A I Dream of Gina Pozible  2014   $25,300  
43 Wolf and Sheep  Pozible  2014   $133,002  
44 Subject 14   Pozible 2014   $101,404  
45 N/A Pro Hart: Chasing 
Dragonflies 
Pozible 2013    $25,500  
 N/A  Total Crowdfunding: A$1,022,291 
 
In contrast to Tables 8 and 9 which, outline produced feature-length projects and feature-
length projects in development, Table 10 provides an indication of the amount of 
crowdfunding invested in all film or screen content projects—across short films, short series, 
content for applications and feature-length projects, among others—since Pozible’s 
establishment in 2010. Moreover, from data supplied to the author by Pozible, Table 10 
represents the project categories that have been crowdfunded through Pozible from 
performance and design to social enterprise and film. As the figures indicate, confirming 
Eltham’s observation in 2013, film is Pozible’s leading category ahead of music, performance 
and art. Table 9 lists 45 crowdfunded feature-length films and feature-length documentaries 
through Pozible; however, as Table 10 shows, there have been a total of 1,418 projects in 
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film that have launched a campaign. These projects also represent short films, short 
documentaries and digital projects. However, out of these projects, not all are successfully 
funded; in fact, the table shows that Pozible’s success rate for a film to reach its 
crowdfunding target is 65% and that overall 918 film projects have been successful.  
However, what it does indicate is that film is a highly popular category for crowdfunding and 
that investors are willing to invest money in Australian-produced screen content. 
Furthermore, crowdfunding increasingly plays a role—albeit small—in funding film 
development for short films and screen projects traditionally financed by government funding 
agencies in Australia as a form of professional development.  
 
Table 10: Crowdfunding: Australian Screen Content Production and Pozible Statistics 
as of 11 February 2015 
Pozible  
Projects 
Distributed 
Finance (A$) 
Successful 
Projects 
Total Pledged 
(A$) 
Total Projects Success Rate 
(%) 
Film $6,257,989 918 $6,826,786 1,418 64.7 
Music $5,467,715 887 $5,653,196 1,193 74.4 
Performance $2,621,061 682 $2,748,397 902 75.6 
Community $2,467,461 430 $2,828,897 924 46.5 
Art $1,804,629 514 $1,955,757 811 63.4 
Food & Drink $1,077,269 90 $1,203,065 223 40.4 
Event $1,037,548 171 $11,611,934 347 49.3 
Writing $889,939 175 $972,805 328 53.4 
Social 
Enterprise 
$696,282 60 $771,372 150 40.0 
Journalism  $682,050 51 $720,772 103 49.5 
Design  $651,952 87 $712,526 205 42.4 
Fashion $558,271 70 $629,127 191 36.6 
Source:  Pozible Statistics’: data table provided on request by Pozible Project Manager 
(2015).  
 
4.2 Genres and Genealogies of Filmmakers behind the Projects  
As indicated in Table 8, in terms of feature-length content, successfully produced 
crowdfunding projects are largely genre-based productions. The diverse range of 
crowdfunded films includes horrors, thrillers, dramas, and science fiction productions. 
Science-fiction is a genre that has been rarely produced by the Australian film industry and 
Australian producers have tended to associate the genre with high-budgets and, therefore, 
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avoid science-fiction productions (Schembri & Ryan, 2015). However, crowdfunding is 
beginning to finance film genres rarely produced in previous years. This point is important in 
that before 2009, certain movie genres, including horror and science-fiction, were squeezed 
out of public subvention models due to the narrowness of the types of films funding agencies 
would support (Ryan, 2009). However, crowdfunding is now providing a way for genres like 
science-fiction to go into production. As one website has claimed, in Australia crowdfunding 
is potentially giving people the power to decide what they want to ‘pay to develop’ and is, in 
many ways, taking the responsibility of fostering a healthy film industry off taxpayer-funded 
government subsidy bodies and traditional investors (May, 2015). 
  
As horror is a low-budget genre with a strong cult audience, it is perhaps unsurprising that 
crowdfunding has been successful for this genre. Genre films, such as The Babadook and 
Wyrmwood: Road of the Dead, have a very niche audience and fan base internationally. The 
success of these films has been the result of international audiences generating word-of-
mouth through their respective cinema releases. Their crowdfunding campaigns were also 
responsible for generating interest in their films through the promotion of their projects on 
social media sites. The added attention received from filmmaking and writing luminaries 
such as author Stephen King and director of The Exorcist (1973), William Friedkin on 
Twitter after the release of The Babadook, added to the momentum and marketing buzz 
surrounding the project. The promotion of The Babadook in this way is one example of how 
social media is fundamental to a crowdfunding campaign, especially its link to marketing: it 
serves as a gateway to niche audiences and fan clubs around the world and can, depending on 
audience interest, create more hype and attention about the film.   
 
It is notable that crowdfunding, with its unique financing and marketing tactics, all of which 
can be tailored to individual projects without any rules of how a film reaches its niche or 
target audience, blur the lines between amateur and professional production.  More 
specifically, content creators who have not built a large body of work that could gain the 
attention of potential investors and funding bodies are still producing feature films using 
crowdfunding. In other words, ‘success’ and a ‘track record’ for filmmakers are not mutually 
exclusive in a crowdfunding campaign: apart from directing two short films, the director of 
Iron Sky, Timo Vuorensola, had not directed a feature film prior to this production. This 
shows that crowdfunding creates a large scope of opportunity for first-time feature 
filmmakers to produce their own innovative screen content. However, while crowdfunding is 
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opening up opportunities for emerging and ‘amateur’ filmmakers to make a feature film, 
many of the successful crowdfunding projects outlined in Table 8 have been produced by 
second- and third-time filmmakers. The genealogy of filmmakers behind some projects 
shows that the director of horror film The Jungle (2013), Andrew Traucki, has previously 
directed two horror films: The Reef (2010) and Black Water (2007). Notably, Traucki 
accomplished his three Australian feature films within a six-year period and notes that “85–
90% of first-time Australian directors never make another feature…only 10% go on to make 
their second” (Traucki 2014, n.p.). Ursula Dabrowsky, director of Inner Demon, had 
previously directed Family Demons (2009) and, before Andrew O’Keefe directed Crime and 
Punishment, he had also directed the feature film drama The Independent (2007). 
 
The Second Coming is an apocalyptic modern noir feature film by Polly Staniford Seager, 
Romany Lee, Angie Fielder and David Barker, which is the same filmmaking team behind 
the award-winning Australian feature-film, Wish You Were Here (Dir. Kieran Darcy-Smith, 
2012). The producers turned to crowdfunding to raise post-production funding of A$76,585 
of a pledged A$75,000 through Pozible. Yet, here are two films with entirely different 
budgets but both made by the same filmmaking team. The first, Wish You Were Here, had an 
estimated budget of $A2,500,000, certainly categorising the film as a professional 
production; their second film The Second Coming only had an estimated budget of 
A$280,000 and, therefore, could be perhaps categorised as amateur, if it was to be based on 
financial capital alone, and not cultural capital. The same expertise of filmmaking from the 
award-winning Wish You Were Here team would have gone into the film; however, the 
filmmakers needed to think creatively about the production of The Second Coming due to a 
more limited budget, thus challenging some of the long-established orthodoxies of 
filmmaking in Australia, particularly since the film renaissance. Wish You Were Here 
producer, Angie Fielder, said she found crowdfunding to be a creative pathway to connect 
with their audience: “when people pledge money to support a film, it gives them a vested 
interest in it and its success. That kind of audience dedication is incredibly important to 
filmmakers” and director of The Second Coming, David Barker, said he sees “entire feature 
films being produced in Australia through crowdfunding, with the right approach” (Nash 
2012, n.p.).  
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4.3 Independent Path to Production: Wyrmwood: Road of the Dead 
The zombie movie Wyrmwood: Road of the Dead is a good example of perhaps a relatively 
successful but simultaneously haphazard path to production for first-time filmmakers. Field 
of Dreams (Dir. Phil Alden Robinson) is a 1989 film about an Iowa corn farmer who hears a 
voice telling him: ‘if you build it, he will come.’ Kevin Costner’s character interprets this as 
an instruction to build a baseball diamond in his fields; after he does, ‘Shoeless’ Joe Jackson 
and other dead baseball players emerge from the cornfields to play ball. Kiah Roache-Turner 
describes the realisation and manifestation of his film Wyrmwood: Road of the Dead in much 
the same way, a film directed and produced by Kiah and his brother Tristan Roache-Turner 
about a survivor of a zombie plague who prepares to fight his way through a group of 
menacing soldiers and ravenous monsters to rescue his kidnapped sister. He reflects that in 
Field of Dreams, this ‘crazy guy’ decides to start building a baseball diamond in his backyard 
hoping people would show up to play on it. Kiah’s approach to making his film was based on 
the same principle: ‘I just had to move ahead like the film would be made and there would be 
an audience for it’ (Roache-Turner, 2014). In the following case study, Kiah Roache-Turner 
identified three key insights from his experience creating, directing and crowdfunding 
Wyrmwood: Road of the Dead and candidly discussed the challenges of a working crew, 
creating and managing their finances, and how they reached their target audience through 
crowdfunding (Roache-Turner, 2014).  
 
According to Kiah Roache-Turner (2014) one of the most challenging aspects to working on 
Wyrmwood: Road of the Dead was managing a working crew. As a first-time feature 
filmmaker Kiah soon learnt that people management skills were essential to a productive 
filmmaking process. There were a number of factors about people he was previously unaware 
of and he soon gained insight into different personalities on the set of his new film. These 
personalities came on-board from a number of different avenues, including those just out of 
film school seeking experience on a working set. This meant that many of the people who 
joined his crew were volunteering and, as such, were not being paid a lot of money. 
According to Roache-Turner some of these crew members believed that working on his film 
would entitle them to go on to become a film director the following week: ‘the reality is very 
different: it is hard work, long days, it is muddy, it is grubby, it is very, very stressful’ 
(Roache-Turner, 2014). He observed that each person he worked with carried their own set of 
hopes, dreams and aspirations. ‘You have to manage all of this and it is quite difficult and 
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stressful’ (Roache-Turner, 2014). To be responsible for a crew of up to 40 people required 
him to find the sports coach within him: ‘it made a man of me’ (Roache-Turner, 2014). This 
process was a case of amateur/guerrilla filmmaking. As first-time filmmakers, the brothers 
had unrealistic expectations of how a film crew worked and managing the logistics of their 
production became a challenge that they had not previously considered on their small budget. 
As rewarding as crowdfunding has been for them in the long run, there were some realities 
they failed to consider as first-time feature filmmakers when formulating their crew. Their 
advice to other potential producers is to be aware of their social responsibilities on a film set 
aside from the technical aspects involved in directing a film production (Roache-Turner, 
2014).     
 
A second challenge was working with the reality of the filmmaking process as opposed to a 
vision of it. Kiah’s vision and ethos of ‘build it and they will come’ allowed him to get the 
film started, however, the reality of producing the film was a lot harder. ‘I thought by getting 
some cameras together all I would have to do is shoot the film.’ (Roache-Turner, 2014). In 
his ‘naivety and arrogance,’ Kiah thought that A$20,000 would enable him to produce his 
film in twelve months and then all he would have to do is hand it over to the studios and they 
would take care of it. The brothers figured A$20,000 “and six months ought to cut it. Four 
years later, the cost of their cinematic debut had ballooned to A$150,000” (Buckmaster, 
2015, n.p.). The hardest lesson that Kiah said he learnt as an independent screen producer 
was that he was on his own every step of the way, with many challenges and little money. 
“When you are talking about a post-apocalyptic science-fiction horror monster-based 
production film the money doesn’t stretch past say catering and a bit of equipment hire” 
(Roache-Turner, 2014).   
 
Like many other examples examined in this study and discussed more below, for Kiah 
Roache-Turner, crowdfunding was used to find the target audience. Pitching an idea through 
a crowdfunding site enabled the brothers to find their fan base. Social media sites, such as 
Facebook and Twitter, provide direct access to fans and this interaction allows direct 
communication to gauge the interest in your film and the demographics. Kiah also pointed 
out the important role crowdfunding businesses’ play, too: “once you decide to go with 
Indiegogo or Kickstarter or the like, these companies have huge mailing lists so they can get 
your film out to the entire world” (Roache-Turner, 2014). It can be used as a marketing push 
for your film. Indiegogo helped this process by putting up their video on the front page of 
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their site. The Wyrmwood: Road of the Dead team then started hearing about their fan bases 
from Finland and even started receiving emails from Poland. “There was a fan group that was 
formed in America and we had a lot of fans in Australia because of friends pushing us in this 
country but your film goes global with crowdfunding because of these companies’ mailing 
lists – we got over half a million hits” (Roache-Turner, 2014). Kiah said that if people like 
what you are doing, then—‘bam—suddenly you’ve got fans in Poland, you’ve got people 
from Bulgaria emailing you and liking your Facebook page” (Healey 2015, n.p). It is very 
important for a filmmaker these days to understand the importance of marketing their own 
film. “You sort of have to man up to a degree and kind of admit it is not good enough these 
days to just be a filmmaker, it’s not good enough these days to just be driven and talented, 
you have to be your own marketing team” (Roache-Turner, 2014). Crowdfunding allows you 
to not only help make your film but to market it too. ‘Nobody is going to do it for you, there 
is just no money for it anymore’ (Roache-Turner, 2014).  
 
As of February 2015, Wyrmwood: Road of the Dead has made A$96,372 at the Australian 
box-office (Boxofficemojo.com). The film premiered at Moonlight Cinema on Friday, 6 
February and has since played on about 70 screens around Australia (Wilson, 2015). It is 
currently screening at various cinemas in Australia through a user-generated model called 
Fan Force: http://fan-force.com/screenings/ (Buckmaster, 2015, n.p.). Fan Force focuses on 
the other end of the tunnel: crowdsourcing distribution. Anyone, anywhere, can suggest a 
screening and if enough people sign on, the film is brought to them (Buckmaster, 2015, n.p.). 
The film is also available on iTunes in the US, Blu-Ray in Australia and the U.K. and digital 
platforms (Healey, 2015). The DVD release date was 2 April 2015.   
  
4.4 Finance Models and Approaches to Crowdfunding  
The trend in crowdfunding since its arrival to Australia in 2010, as outlined by Table 8, 
shows that crowdfunding finance currently tends to be a component of a mixed financing 
model and is being used as a source of supplementary finance in conjunction with both 
private investment sources and government funding. Pioneering crowdfunding film, Iron Sky 
(Dir. Timo Vuorensola, 2012), is the leading successful crowdfunding campaign in Australia: 
most crowdfunding campaigns tend to use a reward-based model in which backers receive a 
reward with actual monetary value, often an early version of the product or service being 
funded. The Iron Sky team’s reward-based model saw them raise A$200,000. Where their 
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approach was deemed unique was in the type of equity-based packages they offered to 
potential ‘producers’. This idea saw their overall campaign skyrocket with individual 
financial contributions of up to A$26,000 which, in the end, totalled around A$800,000. The 
reward-based and equity-based models they introduced were so successful that the film 
secured further investment from traditional sources, using crowdfunding to provide a so-
called ‘down payment’ to investors and proof of audience interest in the project. The film 
ultimately gained crowdfunding finance of more than A$1 million from its A$10 million 
budget, with the rest coming from traditional funding sources (Roxborough, 2013), thus, not 
only deserving its acclaim as an ‘Internet sensation’ (Mwangaguhunga, 2013, n.p), but 
serving as an example of what is possible for other filmmakers to achieve.  
 
Table 8 shows that 10 feature films, one feature-length documentary and one online series 
have used crowdfunding to successfully produce their feature films since 2010. Out of these 
12 films, four have used finance raised through their crowdfunding campaigns in partnership 
with conventional forms of funding such as Screen Australia, The South Australian Film 
Corporation (SAFC) and Film Victoria. Apart from private investment, Wyrmwood: Road of 
the Dead (Dir. Kiah Roache-Turner, 2015) used crowdfunding for pre-production before 
securing funds from Screen Australia; The Babadook (Dir. Jennifer Kent, 2014) gained 
support from the SAFC before setting up a campaign to go towards their art department 
during production; and Canopy (Dir. Aaron Wilson, 2014) was assisted by Film Victoria after 
they had exhausted all traditional channels of funding. It is interesting to note that The 
Babadook and Canopy had already received government funding for their projects before 
they embraced the opportunity to raise more funds through crowdfunding. Wyrmwood: Road 
of the Dead, however, inverted this process by gaining funds from the crowd first and then 
taking this money as evidence to Screen Australia as proof of audience interest; a point that 
will be discussed further in Chapter 5. The other crowdfunded films that received support 
from Screen Australia and Screen NSW in conjunction with their crowdfunding campaign 
was Airlock (Dir. Marc Furmie, 2015) and The Second Coming (Dir. Richard Wolstencroft, 
2015). As such, Gayby Baby, Inner Demon, The Jungle, Crime and Punishment and Broke 
were funded from a combination of private investment and crowdfunding.  
 
Even though Airlock was successfully produced drawing upon some crowdfunding, in raising 
finance for production, the project did not reach its crowdfunding target. The question, 
therefore, is why, on the back of its popular predecessor, The Tunnel, was it not successful in 
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its crowdfunding campaign. In fact, both The Tunnel and Airlock failed to reach their pledged 
crowdfunding targets. Even though the filmmakers are forging ahead with a similar 
distribution model for Airlock, and even though they gained attention from Screen Australia 
for their innovative release strategy, they too fell very short of their anticipated A$100,000 
from Kickstarter, Australia. Both films were produced by the filmmakers behind Distracted 
Media, Enzo Tedeschi and Julian Harvey. The filmmakers received a large amount of media 
and critical attention for their innovative financing campaign for their first film. In fact, the 
reason The Tunnel received so much attention, in hindsight, was because of their pioneering 
approach to distribution and finance: they “hit upon a new way to make an independent film” 
(Starr, 2013, n.p), more so than the amount of finance it raised from a rewards-based and 
equity-based campaign in comparison with a film like Iron Sky. The team’s unique idea of 
preselling frames of their film (25 fps x 90 min movie = 135,000 frames x $1 per frame = 
$135,000 budget) in which they set out to make A$135,000 through crowdfunding only 
ended up making a total of A$36,000 (Fulton, 2011). Securing a partnership with BitTorrent, 
was indeed pioneering, but was it really that successful in terms of financing? It begs the 
question why The Tunnel ultimately was so successful? It was certainly not based on their 
funding model alone. Perhaps it was due to the discourse that was ignited within industry 
circles surrounding what is possible for independent screen content producers. As one 
industry commentator writes: “The guys that brought us the terrific Torrent-released (tell me 
that’s not a smart way to go!?) movie The Tunnel have another project coming up. Airlock, a 
new series backed by Screen Australia, is currently conducting a crowdfunding campaign – 
get on it!” (Campbell, 2013, n.p.).  
 
Table 8 shows that Airlock only achieved A$30,486 of their A$100,000 crowdfunding goal. 
However, where the filmmakers were successful was in securing strong financial support 
from Screen Australia; allegedly receiving an investment of A$350,000 (Campbell, 2013, 
np). The A$100,000 the filmmakers were seeking for their three-part television series was to 
assist with casting, production and visual effects; however, it has been reported that Screen 
Australia supported Airlock based on the innovation they showed financing and distributing 
The Tunnel (Calder, 2013). In this way, the funding by Screen Australia can be compared 
with the example of Wyrmwood: Road of the Dead, whereby a filmmaker shows their 
inclination for innovation and initiative to gain traction with an audience before they receive 
financial support, especially as it is difficult to secure funds from a government agency if a 
filmmaker has not achieved a track record (George 2012, n.p). In June 2013, Screen Australia 
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announced a A$2.5 million investment as part of their revised Multi-platform Drama 
Production program. Their premise for providing funding for nine projects, one of which was 
Airlock, was based on the content producer’s originality and potentiality to reach global 
audiences (Calder, 2013). Through the innovative distribution of The Tunnel, Enzo Tedeschi 
and Julian Harvey had shown Screen Australia that they were prime candidates for this 
funding (Calder, 2013). The filmmakers had noted the growing acceptance of government 
bodies for unconventional and novel ways to distribute film and television content 
(Campbell, 2013). What these examples demonstrate is that crowdfunding is becoming a 
bargaining chip for filmmakers to secure further production or completion funding from 
government screen agencies.   
 
The one feature-length documentary that has been produced through crowdfunding since 
2010 is Gayby Baby (Dir. Maya Newell, 2015). This documentary raised more than 
A$104,000 from 1,244 donors on Pozible in late 2012 and was primarily produced from a 
large crowd of supporters (http://www.pozible.com/project/12047). Director Maya Newell 
and producer Charlotte McLellan received a great amount of support from the general public: 
“in the end, it was not any big investors, or generous individuals, it was everyday families 
chipping in 20 to 50 bucks that got us over the line” (Shad 2013, n.p.). The documentary also 
received Screen Australia funding under the Signature Documentary Program in 2013/14 
(Klippan, 2015). Thus, in the ethos of independent filmmaking, the filmmakers chose 
crowdfunding as a pathway to funding; in so doing, they maintained full creative control.  
The message about homosexual parenting at the core of the movie reached a niche audience 
in a large part because of crowdfunding and saw them gain more supporters than any other 
film project in the history of Pozible (Shad, 2013).  
 
Gayby Baby, like Inocente, highlights a film that used the tools of a participatory culture to 
attract a potential audience for support. Many people connected to the story of Gayby Baby, 
especially after the director was filmed asking a question on the ABC show Q&A to Senator 
Penny Wong in regard to same-sex parenting (Shad, 2013). The national conversation that 
was ignited through social media sites afterwards generated notable financial and emotional 
support for the documentary filmmakers (Shad, 2013). Like the documentary Inocente, 
people connected with the story. This is perhaps unsurprising as donation-based 
crowdfunding, in which individual backers donate funds often because they feel strongly 
about or believe in the cause, fits well with the nature of social documentaries. Individuals 
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empathise with and feel compelled to support a story close to their heart, one that perhaps 
tells part of their own story. Ultimately, it means something to them. This is arguably a large 
part of why Gayby Baby was a recipient for further funding from the Good Pitch 2 program, a 
forum held at the Sydney Opera House in 2014 to appeal to a crowd of investors who were 
looking to support new documentaries that enrich communities and the lives of individuals 
more generally through filmmaking (Gardam, 2014). This approach also bypasses traditional 
funding bodies and is a reflection of filmmakers and financiers creating new ways to produce 
content in an environment of limited film financing (Gardam, 2014).  
 
Perhaps this is why there is an emerging discussion in industry and government circles about 
whether crowdfunding is a viable new business model. Crowdfunding mentor Thomas Mai 
certainly believes this is the case and that we only have to look at the $2 billion in finance 
generated from crowdfunding platforms globally to realise that it is a real model for raising 
capital (Mai, 2014). The subject of crowdfunding also featured in a recent Australian treasury 
discussion paper titled The Murray Report (Khadem, 2014). The paper called for a new 
regulatory regime to enable crowdfunding and cited that ‘a well-developed crowdfunding 
system can aid broader innovation and competition in the financial system’ (Khadem 2014, 
n.p.). According to submissions to the Inquiry, it was suggested that Australia was lagging 
other countries in crowdfunding and there was a call for a new regulatory regime to enable it 
(Khadem, 2014). Even though crowdfunding has taken off globally, “Australia has been slow 
to join and current regulations impede crowdfunding” (Khadem 2014, n.p.) Perhaps Australia 
is on the precipice of crowdfunding becoming a larger and more formalised component of 
current and emerging business models for independent filmmakers. Internationally, the 
European crowdfunding network sees crowdfunding as transformative, with the biggest 
potential “lying in the combination of different approaches that will allow funding the whole 
life-cycle of a project, product, services or other business innovation” (European 
Crowdfunding Network 2012, n.p.).   
 
The Tunnel and Iron Sky are perhaps the closest success stories to understanding how a 
feature film in Australia could potentially be a significant component of the production 
budget, or entirely financed through crowdfunding. Both films have not only been popular 
among industry circles for their innovative distribution and financing models, they have set a 
new example of what is possible for filmmakers to think about when producing a screen 
project. They have also acted as a template for unorthodox financing methods that can be 
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employed by other independent screen content producers to think about when they are 
formulating their project, particularly within the realm of professional–amateur production. 
Surprisingly, some of the most successful projects from Table 8 are by first-time filmmakers. 
Again, Iron Sky and The Tunnel are prime examples of innovative filmmaking production by 
first-time feature filmmakers. These same filmmakers, the early pioneers in Australian 
crowdfunding, are also producing new projects: Airlock has been produced and Iron Sky the 
Coming Race is currently in development and has raised A$560,000 through another 
crowdfunding campaign with Indiegogo. 
 
The Babadook is also a film that sets a new benchmark for what is possible for the production 
of a small budget horror film. The Babadook initially received very little interest from 
distributors and, in turn, audiences in Australia, until it became successful internationally. It 
then gained popularity on Australian shores for its story, financing and awards. The 
filmmaking team found that their second crowdfunding campaign was enormously successful 
due to the attention they received for The Babadook film; they were able to leverage their 
first crowdfunding campaign into their second campaign to sell their book, The Babadook, 
quite effortlessly. According to the film’s producer, Kristina Ceyton, selling the book in the 
second campaign was ‘very easy’ (Ceyton, 2015).  
 
4.5 The Babadook and Rewards  
The Babadook (Dir. Jennifer Kent, 2014) is a prime example of how filmmakers can manage 
their rewards when conducting their crowdfunding campaign. The strategy employed by 
director Jennifer Kent and producer Kristina Ceyton during the production of their first 
feature film shows how crowdfunding can ‘top up’ funds, even after production has begun. 
The supplementary funds were required by The Babadook’s art department so they could 
build a replica of an original 1850s Australian terrace house. This set was crucial for creating 
the ambiance required for their Australian psychological horror film, in which a woman and 
her son are tormented by an imaginary monster. The style of their film drew upon the 
tradition of Polanski’s classic domestic horrors Repulsion (Dir. Roman Polanski, 1965), 
Rosemary’s Baby (Dir. Roman Polanski, 1968) and The Tenant (Dir. Roman Polanski, 1976). 
Unable to scout an original terrace house during the shoot of their film in Adelaide, the team 
developed the idea of raising US$30,000 on Kickstarter to add to the finance they received 
from Screen Australia and the producer offset as well as private and post-production 
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investment; the South Australian Film Corporation (SAFC) also invested in the production as 
the filmmakers shot the film in South Australia (Ceyton, 2015). The filmmakers ended up 
making just over their target at US$30,071 through the Kickstarter campaign and this helped 
to raise the offset amount and was used as an expenditure. The exchange rate was ‘pretty bad’ 
at the time: “The Australian dollar was really strong so we lost a little bit of money there and 
it ended up being around US$25,000, but still it was a huge help. It allowed us to do what we 
needed to do” (Ceyton, 2015).  
 
Produced by Causeway Films in association with Smoking Gun Productions and distributed 
in Australia through Umbrella Entertainment and by Icon in the UK (Tan, 2014), The 
Babadook premiered at the Sundance Film Festival in January 2014 to rave reviews and 
international sales. The film was released in cinemas in Australia on 22 May, 2014 on 13 
screens (Hardie, 2014, n.p.) followed by an international release across the US, UK and 
Europe in 2014 (Tan, 2014). Though it underperformed here in Australia, it went on to 
perform well in the UK, opening on 147 screens in October and, as such, beat the Australian 
total box-office earnings figure (A$258,000) in its opening weekend (A$633,000). In terms 
of total box-office earnings, according to boxofficemojo.com (2015), the film has earned 
almost US$5 million worldwide.   
 
Moreover, The Babadook has been internationally acclaimed around the world; it has been 
nominated and won approximately twenty international awards from Best Horror Film, 
Academy of Science Fiction, Fantasy & Horror Films, USA Best First Film and the New 
York Film Critics Circle Awards.  
 
The first crowdfunding campaign for their film began when Jennifer Kent and Kristina 
Ceyton created a video to pitch their idea and invited the public, friends and family to donate 
money. The film’s leading Australian actress, Essie Davies generated support from a number 
of renowned celebrities, such as actress Miriam Margolyes and British playwright Tom 
Stoppard, who also spread the word and contributed to the funding (Ceyton, 2015). Their 
project was successfully funded on 26 September, 2012. Producer Kristina Ceyton reflected 
on their process and identified three key areas for other filmmakers to consider when 
choosing to crowdfund their project: having a strategy for using social media as a marketing 
tool, being aware of the issues related to the rewards system and gaining international reach 
with a niche audience through a crowdfunding campaign (Ceyton, 2015).  
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First, in terms of the marketing for The Babadook, the filmmakers collectively generated an 
online presence and awareness of their film through social media. They became active on 
social media sites, such as Facebook and Twitter, and took the advice of other industry 
professionals who said “‘hashtag’ The Babadook everywhere” (Ceyton, 2015). They 
increased their online presence in conjunction with their crowdfunding campaign and 
Kristina Ceyton said it was a great start to marketing their film and creating interest in their 
project: “it is always good when you have a reason to use Twitter or to write a status update 
on Facebook, rather than just ‘oh we are doing this or that now’…it creates momentum 
around the release and the marketing of your film and gives you a voice to engage directly 
with your audience” (Ceyton, 2015). Their film, crowdfunding campaign and social media 
updates generated so much interest that author Stephen King and director of The Exorcist 
(1973), William Friedkin, both added their thoughts to social media site Twitter. Stephen 
King wrote: ‘Deeply disturbing and highly recommended. You don't watch it so much as 
experience it’ and William Friedkin tweeted: ‘Psycho (Dir. Alfred Hitchcock, 1960), Alien 
(Dir. Ridley Scott, 1979), Diabolique (Dir. Henri-Georges Clouzot, 1955), and now The 
Babadook…I’ve never seen a more terrifying film than The Babadook. It will scare the hell 
out of you as it did me’ (Ceyton, 2015).  
 
Second, in terms of creating a rewards system for crowdfunding donors, the team found the 
more simple their approach, the better. Due to the film being released at different times in 
different territories, people received their rewards at different times since a copy of the film 
can only be sent out once the film has been released. Because the tail is so long “sending 
rewards out years after the production is not something you really want to deal with anymore 
as you are still working on sending rewards out two years later” (Ceyton, 2015). Thus, when 
the opportunity arose to crowdfund their book through crowdfunding platform, Tilt, they 
decided to redesign their rewards strategy by simply selling The Babadook book (Ceyton, 
2015). Their first crowdfunding exercise for US$30,000 for their art department was not easy 
as they were also raising awareness about their film, especially in foreign markets. However, 
when it came time to crowdfund the book ‘it became really easy’ due to the large following 
that was generated through the film’s release, reception and crowdfunding campaign (Ceyton, 
2015).  
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Third, Kristina Ceyton believes that ‘to a small degree crowdfunding is linked to the 
international success’ of The Babadook (Ceyton, 2015). The filmmakers received emails 
from fans throughout the world who heard about the film through the Kickstarter 
crowdfunding platform. ‘I think it might have contributed more than we are actually aware’ 
(Ceyton, 2015). The film premiered at Sundance Film Festival and the Kickstarter 
organisation assisted in the marketing of the film. Their presence provided support and 
publicity around the release. “We were forced to engage with our audience at that point and 
we then realised the importance of reaching your audience as early as possible” (Ceyton, 
2015). Therefore, in terms of gaining international reach through niche audiences, they found 
the crowdfunding exercise to be instrumental in reaching their niche horror genre audience 
both through the awareness created through the platform and as a result of very good reviews 
from very respected critics—‘it was well-perceived by our fan base’ (Ceyton, 2015). Kristina 
Ceyton said she would probably use crowdfunding again as supplementary funding “if the 
project was right and other sources of finance were limited. You really need strong elements, 
such as a certain notoriety and following, to not only finance a film but to raise those big 
amounts—the people who do raise a lot of money for films are established filmmakers… I 
don’t think you could come in there as an unknown and raise that kind of money. I would 
definitely use it as a top-up and I think it is definitely worthwhile” (Ceyton, 2015). The 
Australian film continues to receive international critical acclaim. 
 
4.6 Crowdfunding and Business Models 
From an interview with Thomas Mai, a number of key principles at the core of successful 
crowdfunding for independent production are identified. First Mai argues that it is an early 
‘test screening’ of a film idea or concept, allowing filmmakers to get direct feedback from the 
audience. This can determine early on if filmmakers should proceed with a project. Second, it 
is a great marketing tool to build awareness for a film that has not been released yet, allowing 
connection with fans, friends and followers. Third, as the screen industries experience a 
major process of transition (Kaufman and Mohan, 2008), the crowdfunding route allows 
filmmakers to gather financial resources from fans and enables them to produce a film for 
their audience, completely bypassing traditional gatekeepers, such as film funds, TV stations, 
sales agents and distributors. Filmmakers can maintain 100% control of their film project. 
Lastly, crowdfunding is not exclusive financing. A successful crowdfunding campaign can 
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make securing traditional financing easier as you now have proven that there is a real market, 
audience and appetite for your film project. 
 
Thomas Mai believes that crowdfunding is already a new business model: “If you look at the 
big crowdfunding sites I think they have got very close to receiving A$2 billion. I mean when 
you are at a level of $2 billion dollars it is no longer a hobby, it is no longer an experiment 
now, it is now a real model to making money” (Mai, 2014). Mai’s advice to any independent 
screen content producer working in Australia today is to know their audience. It is not only 
vital, it is key to the future of filmmaking, a narrative explored by Professor Henry Jenkins 
(2006; 2010, n.p.). “We as filmmakers need to start adapting to a new world where we are in 
communication with the audience. And crowdfunding is key” (Mai, 2014). Finance is a large 
part of any screen production and it certainly holds importance within the filmmaking 
process; however, according to Thomas Mai, this should not be a filmmaker’s sole focus 
when deciding to make a film: “If you take money away and you just focus on establishing a 
relationship with your fans and audience, it is a great way to find out if there is interest in you 
making a film” (Mai, 2014). This philosophy should underpin the creation and launch of any 
crowdfunding campaign—and filmmakers should begin by identifying the best practice for 
communicating directly with their target audience. Essentially, the independent screen 
content producer in Australia today is working directly with their audience or a Fourth 
industry model (Verhoeven 2014) as opposed to the old model where filmmakers handed 
over the rights to a third party, such as an exhibitor and/or distributor, so they can take it to an 
audience (Mai, 2014a).  
 
An important secondary point for filmmakers to understand about crowdfunding is it allows 
them to test the market before deciding to make their film or not. Budding filmmakers can 
use crowdfunding as a way to test the market and rely on feedback and information on 
whether or not they should actually make a film. ‘I think it is a smarter way of doing it’ (Mai, 
2014). The reality is it takes, on average, three to four years to produce a film. Then there is 
no guarantee that an audience will turn out to see it. Thus, crowdfunding is a great way to 
engage with the audience before you make the film, while you make the film and after you 
make the film. The audience is with you from day one. As Thomas Mai explains, “this is 
something that directors and producers need to learn, that is the importance of being in touch 
with the market and understanding what an audience wants to see and what they don’t want 
to see” (Mai, 2014a).  
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It is only natural that filmmakers just want to make films—they do not necessarily want to 
deal directly with their audience but as Thomas Mai pointed out any successful business 
knows their audience. People make a product according to the demand for that product. 
Research is conducted to find out the demand. This is the way filmmakers need to think; they 
need to know their audience and what they want. Currently, Australian screen content 
producers are not always in touch with their audience. For the most part, they make a film 
and then hope that there will be people lining up around the block to see it. This is not the 
reality and Thomas Mai advises filmmakers to be aware of this and to learn the importance of 
moving from a B2B (Business to Business) to a B2C (Business to Consumer) business model 
(Mai, 2014). 
 
B2C (Business to Consumer) allows filmmaker’s to realise that they are responsible and in 
charge of their film from the moment their film is made until the audience and the fans go to 
see it. It is a direct economic relationship between producer and audience. In the B2B 
(Business to Business) model, a filmmaker makes a deal with a distributor, the distributor 
then makes a deal with a theatre and the theatre makes a deal with an audience. This has been 
the way for up to one hundred years. All the control you have as a filmmaker is given up the 
moment you make a deal with a distributor as they have also bought the rights to Australia 
and the world for the distribution of your film (Mai, 2014).  
 
Social media allows filmmakers to keep control and stay close to their audience. The 
audience represents the money so social media not only allows the connection between the 
filmmaker and their audience to strengthen, it ‘cuts out the very expensive middle man 
because the distributor and the theatre, at the end of the day, are very expensive middlemen’ 
(Mai, 2014). Thomas Mai wants filmmakers to embrace the Internet and not be afraid of it: 
‘The Internet is here and we are not going to stop it’ (Mai, 2014). 
 
According to Mai (2014), the reason Facebook is worth so much money is because it 
represents the audience, the consumers and the fans. Everyone is on it. ‘Whatever represents 
the people, represents the money’ (Mai, 2014). “Google never spend a dollar and again it is 
because they represent the audience. As filmmakers we need to learn that we have been 
operating the wrong way for a long time. We are the first ones to make the film, the ones at 
the most risk but the last ones making any money. This is absolutely absurd” (Mai, 2014).  
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If filmmakers believe that they can make a film and not tell anyone about it and then just put 
a poster out and release a trailer and a whole bunch of people are going to show up, then they 
are in denial. ‘That is not going to work anymore, it doesn’t cut it. Even the biggest American 
films have to spend so much time getting contact with the audiences by starting a marketing 
campaign to create awareness of their film’ (Mai, 2014). The problem with today’s 
independent screen content producer is now they have to wear even more hats. “Before, they 
were making sandwiches, writing the script and now that have to do the marketing, now they 
have to do the financing, they have to do everything—and it is a tough world” (Mai, 2014). 
 
It takes a lot of work to get a crowdfunding campaign up and running.  It is part of getting to 
the next level when all your friends are on Facebook or iTunes or YouTube – “we need to be 
where they are” (Mai, 2014). Social media is paramount to this new model. It is the epicentre 
of it all. By marketing your own film you are essentially representing your script, yourself 
and your audience – “you are worth more” (Mai, 2014). 
 
For Thomas Mai, crowdfunding is here to stay as much as some people do not want to 
become involved. Besides getting money from friends and family, filmmakers have to go out 
there and get money from strangers, and that is a challenge for any filmmaker. As Mai states, 
“but I definitely think it is here to stay… Don’t work harder, work smarter, it is a more bold 
way of working. The more data you have about your audience, the better the decisions you 
can make. The way we have been working we have had no idea about our audience. Now we 
do as we have the data to go by” (Mai, 2014).  
4.7 Conclusion 
The three case studies examined in this chapter illustrate that crowdfunding can be a 
significant contributor to independent screen production in Australia; however, there are just 
as many challenges as opportunities for Australian producers when choosing to use finance 
through crowdfunding. The challenges for these filmmakers have been a result of learning to 
finance, promote, market and distribute their film through a platform. The opportunities 
created by crowdfunding have generated new ways of approaching filmmaking for these 
artists, such as direct interaction with their audience and hearing directly about fan bases 
around the world. The marketing of their films through social media and the interest and 
excitement it creates have been revealing, especially on the back of a successful campaign. 
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The Babadook highlights how easy a secondary crowdfunding campaign such as selling the 
Babadook’s book can materialise once an audience is engaged and excited by a primary 
project, such as the film. This chapter has shown that a direct economic relationship between 
producer and audience is the fundamental component required to crowdfund a project for 
independent screen content production in Australia. Chapter 5 discusses how government 
policy supports and recognises crowdfunding ventures and is paving the way for this new 
business model to become a viable platform for screen finance in Australia. 
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Chapter 5: Crowdfunding and Public Support 
5.1 Introduction  
Although touched upon above, it is important to point out that in the 2014 budget it was 
announced that Australia’s independent screen content producers would receive A$25 million 
in funding cuts to screen production over four years. This news came as a shock to film 
practitioners nationwide who already felt the financial challenges to produce an Australian 
feature film for theatrical release. Even though crowdfunding began in Australia in 2010, four 
years prior to this announcement, it has slowly been making waves within industry circles as 
a new financial pathway for film content producers to finance their projects, at least to some 
extent. Not only has crowdfunding begun to open producers’ minds to think ‘outside the 
box’, it has paved the way for a direct relationship between audience and producer. 
Filmmakers have taken the initiative to fund their projects, largely because they have a 
passion to create good Australian genre-driven content; thus, the Australian government 
funding bodies cannot help but notice the contribution crowdfunding is making towards 
national production. This chapter discusses the role government funding bodies are playing in 
relation to supporting crowdfunding and production financed partly through crowdfunding.  
  
Since the arrival of crowdfunding platforms to Australia in 2010, an increasing number of 
independent screen content producers have turned to crowdfunding to finance their short 
films, documentaries, short animations and feature films. There are a number of reasons for 
this. One of the main reasons is purely economic: Australian film funding is under pressure to 
support its local industry and the global economic crisis beginning in 2008 squeezed out 
many funding sources (Zachariah, 2013, n.p.). One area in particular that has traditionally 
received public support and has suffered at the hand of recent budget cuts and the dwindling 
availability of financial sources is short film funding. Australian film director Gillian 
Armstrong commented at the 2012 SPAA conference that she ‘finds it appalling that there is 
now so little funding for short films’ (Zachariah, 2013, n.p.). As David Opitz of Australia’s 
Metro Screen (Zachariah, 2013, n.p.) observes in relation to Australian funding opportunities 
for grassroots filmmaking:  
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There unfortunately appears to be less funding around from a state 
government level, and Screen Australia don’t have it in their current charter 
to support short film as such. They’re interested in promoting feature films, 
longer form, and new media, online material. There are components within 
the Screen Australia funding regime to support short films, and we get some 
funding from them for a program called Raw Nerve, and some from the 
indigenous unit, but there’s been a contraction in the state budget in 
supporting the arts. We’ve been told this may change in the future. (Opitz in 
Zachariah, 2013, n.p.). 
 
While microfinance is not a new phenomenon, ‘doing so through an online platform created 
to facilitate this funding mechanism represents a new and growing trend’ (Bannerman 2013, 
n.p.). Director Kiah Roache-Turner and producer Tristan Roache-Turner used crowdfunding 
in the initial stages of their production to assist them to realise their dream of making an 
independent horror film and use this as professional development to launch their filmmaking 
careers. As Thomas Mai pointed out earlier, a successful crowdfunding campaign can make 
securing traditional financing easier from other sources as it proves there is a real market and 
audience for the project (Mai, 2014). Discussed below, this is how Kiah and Tristan Roache-
Turner would ultimately secure Screen Australia funding. As Program Manager, Policy and 
Audiences of Screen Australia, Effie Klippan acknowledges that Screen Australia will 
financially support screen projects that represent a strong pathway to the audience and ‘this 
pathway can include the pathway through crowdfunding’ (Klippan, 2015).  
 
5.2 Crowdfunding and Government Funding  
According to Effie Klippan, the ethos behind public support and funding for independent 
screen content production in Australia today is all about enabling ‘creative control’. The 
strategy behind fostering Australian creative control is to ensure that Australian stories are 
told as the market does not always support short or long form Australian content. Indeed, 
Australian storytelling has denoted Australian national landscapes, places of culture and 
native animals to underpin the unique Australian character; however, as Effie Klippan 
explains, Screen Australia’s vision for Australian storytelling content is broader than these 
depictions. Screen Australia supports strong Australian storytelling in a number of ways and 
their role is to step in when there is a lack of market support, particularly in the areas of 
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documentaries, children’s content and feature films, to support stories with strong cultural 
value (Klippan, 2015).  
 
To be eligible for funding through Screen Australia, a content producer must be able to show 
that their screen project has a complete finance plan. Applications for production funding 
without finance in place will not be accepted. As of 24 July 2014, Screen Australia’s 
guidelines for funding state that no more than A$2 million will be funded towards a feature 
film with a cinema release unless under exceptional circumstances. Further, total Australian 
Government contributions to the finance of any project (Screen Australia direct funding plus 
the producer offset) cannot exceed 65 per cent of the total budget (Screen Australia, 2015, 
n.p.).  
 
On the basis of this policy framework, Effie Klippan says Screen Australia supports 
crowdfunding as an alternate source of funding for filmmakers. “If independent screen 
content producers can get their film produced using crowdfunding and as such find a direct 
economic relationship between producer and their audience, then Screen Australia will 
support that endeavour and not stand in the way…” (Klippan, 2015). However, Screen 
Australia views crowdfunding in conjunction with their funding model and not necessarily as 
a replacement model to their funding altogether, ‘I don’t think we are at a level where 
crowdfunding can completely overtake Screen Australia yet’ (Klippan, 2015). Screen 
Australia’s Program Operations Administrator admits that crowdfunding is a relatively new 
idea that they have come to accept as having an increasingly important funding role. Screen 
Australia is open to exploring and collaborating with story ideas that will financially assist 
independent screen content producers to produce their films. In 2014, Screen Australia 
supported a number of films that also used crowdfunding finance, such as The Babadook, 
Wyrmwood: Road of the Dead and Canopy.  
 
As such, Screen Australia financially supports screen projects that represent a strong pathway 
to the audience and ‘this pathway can include the pathway of audience engagement through 
crowdfunding’ (Klippan, 2015). Effie Klippan says the funding body has certainly come to 
accept crowdfunding as part of a screen content producer’s application for finance plans to 
receive funding: ‘we certainly accept money raised through crowdfunding as part of a 
producer’s budget’ (Klippan, 2015), and crowdfunding projects are eligible for support if 
Screen Australia can see evidence of the producer already having achieved their target as well 
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as having received the finance—‘and we would still expect for feature films to have a 
theatrical distributor attached’ (Klippan, 2015). 
 
5.3 Government Finance and Innovative Online Content 
While numerous commentators are lamenting a decline in public funding for screen 
production at both the national and state level, a closer look at the current state of government 
finance reveals that while there is a shortage in overall funding, public funding has also 
moved into other areas, which may offset a decline in film funding. Over the last five to ten 
years, government funding agencies have started to place greater emphasis on the funding of 
innovative screen projects for online delivery. They have also focused on funding such 
projects as a form of professional development. Italian Spiderman (Dir. Dario Russo, 2012), 
a cult 10-part YouTube series, first released on YouTube in 2007, developed a platform from 
which its creators launched more professional careers with the production of the SBS 
television series Danger 5 series 1 (2012) and 2 (2014) (Ryan & Hearn, 2010, pp. 138–9). 
 
Screen Australia has set up a YouTube Channel to showcase emerging Australian screen 
stories. The channel advertises up-and-coming Australian films, new TV shows and multi-
platform programs, interactive projects and how Australian content is being received 
internationally through film festivals (https://www.youtube.com/user/ScreenAustralia). What 
this demonstrates is the increasing willingness of government screen agencies to foster 
vernacular creativity and YouTube content. The recent support of crowdfunding represents 
the latest stage in this development. It also suggests a willingness of government screen 
agencies to foster or complement crowdfunding as a source of professional development. 
 
Is it perhaps time for content producers to be open to thinking of new ways to capitalise on 
the creative and innovative support offered by Screen Australia and to take the lead on 
projects by applying initiative? The implications of digital distribution for the future of 
independent screen production, especially in light of the financial cuts to supporting film 
content, is a concern for Screen Australia who support the development of a sustainable local 
screen production industry. As Richard Harris (2007) writes, new forms of digital delivery 
offer both promise and threat to filmmakers and pose challenges to established forms of 
government regulation. However, initiating a creative crowdfunding campaign is not only a 
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pro-active approach to screen production, it shows public funding bodies, such as Screen 
Australia, that a project may be eligible for support if they can see evidence of producer 
already having achieved their target as well as having received the finance (Klippan, 2015). 
This approach reinforces Richard Harris’ (2007) argument of how content producers can take 
advantage of opportunities and challenges within a digital distribution environment. The 
changing business model may indeed begin by the filmmaker first understanding who their 
audience is (Mai, 2014).  
 
5.4 Crowdfunding and Government ‘Top-Up’ Funding: Wyrmwood: Road of the Dead 
and Canopy  
Finance for Wyrmwood: Road of the Dead began when Kiah and his producer–brother 
Tristan Roache-Turner put their life-savings into their film. The ‘actual bare bones physical 
production’ they paid for themselves. They decided that they would put their money into 
buying a house or making a movie. Once they made the choice to make their film, their 
family and friends started supporting them. Kiah said they made their film in a backwards 
kind of way: ‘We made the film, shot the film, put the film together, then got funding’ 
(Roache-Turner, 2014). Screen Australia supported the pair to complete the film with around 
A$800,000 (Buckmaster, 2015, n.p.). Before the brothers received outside funding, they 
recruited a couple of independent investors ‘basically I mean mum and dad’ and good friends 
came on-board to support them in the beginning. The brothers also used crowdfunding to 
raise finance for their film. A third of the entire budget was raised through crowdfunding 
from two campaigns. The first crowdfunding campaign saw them raise A$36,000 and the 
second campaign they received A$11,000, which in the end gave the brothers a total of 
A$47,000. The first campaign was for a production funding push and the second push 
allowed them to complete the film. They began their crowdfunding campaign by pitching 
their project through crowdfunding site, Indiegogo. Kiah believes that the key to a good 
crowdfunding campaign is by not asking people for a handout. Many people think it is 
funding. “It should not be called crowdfunding; it is pre-sales or pre-selling a DVD, you are 
pre-selling a concept to an audience that believes that what you’re doing is fantastic and is 
worth purchasing” (Roache-Turner, 2014). 
 
Kiah Roache-Turner says Screen Australia was very supportive of their project. He believes 
the post-production funding support they offered the brothers, of which they used to towards 
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sound and grading for the cinema release, was the result of already completing the picture. 
They had also been selected for some international film festivals and had acquired a 
distributor. Having a distributor attached to a project was a prerequisite for funding from the 
Screen Australia model. ‘We were then able to deliver our film to Screen Australia as a 
package’ (Roache-Turner, 2014). It was a lot of hard work and the brothers had to do all the 
jobs themselves. ‘It is not good enough just to make a film. You have to sell yourself and 
there has to be a litmus test, now more than ever’ (Roache-Turner, 2014). 
 
The Internet's facilitation of crowdfunding is making films like Aaron Wilson's Canopy 
(2014) possible. Obviously, a low–budget, but ambitious project, it is about an Australian 
fighter pilot in World War II who has ditched his plane and parachuted into the jungles of 
Singapore.  
 
New York Times film critic Nicole Herrington (2014) describes Canopy as a film that 
conveys volumes about war and humanity. ‘It is an immersive experience akin to J. C. 
Chandor’s All Is Lost and Alfonso Cuarón’s Gravity’. Closer to home, film writer for the 
Sydney Morning Herald, Ed Gibbs (2013), emphasizes how ‘critics have been unanimous in 
their praise, with industry ‘bible’ Screen International, highlighting its ‘authentic suspense’ 
and ‘powerful conclusion’. Canopy was one of six Australian features chosen to screen at the 
Toronto Film Festival in 2013 (Gibbs, 2013). The festival’s programmer, Jane Schoettle, says 
Canopy was a perfect example of a film that remains readily accessible for both established 
and up-and-coming filmmakers and was based on ‘different forms of funding, rather than 
going down the traditional agency routes. It’s a wonderful independent film, really different: 
a beautiful return to pure cinema’ (Gibbs, 2013). 
 
Before Finer Films director Aaron Wilson and producer Katrina Fleming turned to 
crowdfunding to raise post-production funding for their feature-length film, Canopy, they had 
already exhausted all traditional channels of funding principal photography. Only one of their 
applications to Australian government funding bodies Screen Australia and Film Victoria was 
successful. As one industry commentator notes, the competition was tight being in the round 
for funding from Screen Australia against feature film Kath & Kimderella (Dir. Ted Emery, 
2013). However, ‘Film Victoria came to the party right towards the end of the shoot with 3% 
for post-production’ (Fleming, 2014). Their A$1.3 million budget for production was made 
up of 54% private investment, 39.5% production company investment and 3% from Film 
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Victoria. However, in the final days of production the filmmakers realised they would require 
3% more funding for post-production. In the face of a shortfall in finance, the filmmakers 
decided to reach out to the public, family and friends through crowdfunding platform Pozible 
(Fleming, 2014). They successfully surpassed their target amount of A$20,000 and raised 
A$23,012. This money was used for major costs associated with finalising their musical score 
and sound design as well as reaching their audience. On 15 May, 2012 at 12:00 pm, Pozible 
declared their campaign the most successful ever for an Australian feature film (Fleming, 
2014), and even though The Tunnel and Iron Sky had crowdfunded their films with much 
larger targets before this time, they used their own website(s) to facilitate funds. Katrina 
Fleming candidly talk about the work and education required for their crowdfunding 
campaign, some of the challenges they faced and how they learned to develop and sustain 
their audience through the campaign and after the release of their film (Fleming, 2014).  
 
According to Fleming, even though preparing and submitting an application for government 
funding can be onerous, from her and the production team’s experience, crowdfunding can be 
equally or more time-consuming and, as she puts it, ‘the reality is it is way more time 
consuming’ (Fleming, 2014). Although the filmmakers raised crucial finance to complete the 
project, it took them a considerable amount of time to develop their rewards system, 
professionally pitch their video to appeal to an audience or crowd and to successfully conduct 
their crowdfunding campaign (Fleming, 2014). Due to the infancy of crowdfunding in 2012, 
the filmmakers soon found they also had to educate people on what crowdfunding was and 
how it worked. To assist them, they set up a face-to-face meeting with Pozible directors Rick 
Chen and Alan Crabbe for further education on the crowdfunding process and the importance 
of ‘trending’ (Fleming, 2014).  
 
From insight they gained from this meeting, they learnt the integral role social media plays in 
conjunction with a crowdfunding campaign. Their ‘job’ was to essentially set up a campaign 
to ask for money, spread their message through word-of-mouth and attract attention from 
both the media and their intended audience. They learnt about the importance of ‘trending’ to 
support their crowdfunding campaign (Fleming, 2014). ‘Trending’ has become synonymous 
with Twitter and the ‘hashtag’ means to label on Twitter to aid searching. Trending also 
means that you voice your ideas and messages through social media sites. For example on 
Twitter you would ‘tweet’ about a topic and on Facebook you would ‘update’ your status 
with ‘what is on your mind’ by posting ‘stills’ of the principal photography from your film 
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and updates about the crowdfunding campaign. You would also post a link from the 
campaign’s chosen crowdfunding platform, such as Pozible. The idea here is to not only keep 
your fans up-to-date but to encourage them to share the images and news with other friends 
so that potential new audience(s) can be created and donations can be contributed towards the 
project. New fans can then go to the homepage of the film and ‘like’ it so they also receive 
the latest updates from the filmmaker about their film and the progress of the crowdfunding 
campaign. Essentially the filmmaker’s job is to market the campaign regularly on social 
media in order to attract new funding and encourage the posts to be recirculated.  
 
The challenges for the filmmakers was trying to work out when people were going to be 
online and looking at Pozible. They discovered that Facebook posts were normally checked 
on the way to and from work especially those on public transport and that Twitter updates 
were more popular during people’s working lunch hour. If people see things are trending and 
they are online between 5 pm and 6:30 pm, then that is when they ‘jump on-board and give 
A$200’—people are more relaxed at this time to give money (Fleming, 2014). As this 
suggests, it was important for the filmmakers to understand how people operate in relation to 
sites like Pozible and social media sites like Facebook and Twitter so they could leverage the 
different user interactions and behaviour of their target audience to promote their film.    
 
Another key insight from their experience is the importance of associating crowdfunding with 
audience building. ‘It is not just raising funds, you are building an audience and you are 
working towards promoting your audience on that platform and around the world’ (Fleming, 
2014). Promoting your product through social media is how crowdfunding can be used to 
develop a niche audience and build a sustainable network. Crowdfunding can be used to build 
a global audience, too. The connections to people made through a crowdfunding campaign 
can then be transferred across to Facebook, where you can continue to actively engage with 
your crowd by promoting other ideas and material and posting content on Facebook. The 
secret for any artist surviving through content creation is to keep engaged and involved with 
their crowd, or audience. ‘As filmmakers you don’t stop this process of engaging with people 
and promoting your work even after your film has been released. You need to consciously 
keep your social media presence alive’ (Fleming, 2014). That means taking the audience 
along as more content is created. ‘We have two parts to our project so we are just raising 
finance for that now: we are trying to keep everything alive on social media so everyone 
  
90 
 
knows about it. We have already done the work with our first crowdfunding campaign so we 
now have a pre-existing fan-base to launch from’ (Fleming, 2014).  
 
Katrina Fleming thinks that post-production funding is definitely the strong point for a 
successful crowdfunding campaign. Canopy 2 (in development) has been announced and the 
filmmakers potentially have future investors ready to hear more about part two of Canopy. 
For their next crowdfunding campaign they know they will be in a different position. ‘We can 
repeat what we did the first time but do it better’ (Fleming, 2014). So far their film has only 
raised a domestic total of A$8,462 as of 14 December 2014 (Boxofficemojo.com). They will 
continue to send out regular emails to their Pozible supporters as Pozible allows you to have 
continued contacts through their system. The filmmakers will remain engaged and involved 
with their audience: ‘our crowd of supporters say to us that they feel like they are a part of 
something, that they feel like they are a part of our team—they can be very emotional about 
their input’ (Fleming, 2014). Asking for crowdfunding for their film for post-production is 
important to the filmmakers as they can show people the film they have made and what their 
crowd are investing in. ‘So we hope that the second time around we will be even more 
successful’ (Fleming, 2014). ‘I don’t think it would take as much work now for us because 
people know what crowdfunding is so we wouldn’t have to be promoting and exploring and 
educating people on that’ (Fleming, 2014).  
 
5.5 ScreenWest and the 3 to 1 Crowdfunding Initiatives  
ScreenWest, like Screen Australia, works in partnership with Australia’s screen industry to 
develop, support and promote independent screen content production throughout Western 
Australia. In late 2012, Western Australia's Screen Funding and Development Agency 
initiated a world-first crowdfunding venture, called ScreenWest’s 3 to 1. This venture 
involved collaboration between of Australia’s leading crowdfunding platform Pozible. The 
ethos behind 3 to 1 was that for every A$1 pledged to a project on Pozible by a crowdfunding 
donor, ScreenWest would contribute a further A$3. The 3:1 ratio was capped at A$50,000 so 
if a project successfully raised A$5000 through Pozible, then they would receive a further 
A$15,000 from the government agency (Eltham, 2013). The pool of funding available was 
A$250,000 and was granted to the first independent screen content producers who met their 
crowdfunding target via crowdfunding platform Pozible by 12 December 2012 
(http://www.pozible.com/collection/detail/25).  
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This funding was exclusive to narrative film projects in the areas of short films, web series 
and documentaries—as long as the creators of these projects hailed from Western Australia 
(Hyde, 2012). The 3 to 1 project was established by ScreenWest as a means of allowing the 
public to vote on what content should be created in Western Australia (Day, 2012). The 
A$250,000 was allocated on a ‘first past the post’ basis (Day, 2012). Then, at midday on 12 
December 2012, the funding officially opened and the A$250,000 was allocated to the first 
projects to meet their crowdfunding target, as long as they also adhered to the guidelines 
administered by ScreenWest (see below). Due to the popularity of the initiative, the money 
was gone within two days from the time it was launched. Out of the twenty-eight projects 
chasing the funding through Pozible, only six were successfully funded. Merlyn Moon’s 
Punjab to Perth was not one of them (http://www.screenwest.wa.gov.au).      
5.6 Example of Unsuccessful Crowdfunding: Merlyn Moon’s Punjab To Perth  
On 12 December, 2012, director Merlyn Moon and his producer set out to compete for the 
A$250,000 ScreenWest funding via crowdfunding platform Pozible. His interactive digital 
documentary Punjab to Perth project, a story about the culture of food, music and faith 
surrounding the Sikh community in Perth, had already met the criteria set out by the 
administrating body of ScreenWest, qualifying them for the 3 to 1 initiative. The criteria to be 
met was the filmmaker had to be a Western Australian resident, have a distributor attached to 
the project, demonstrate the potential benefits to the WA industry and to be in good standing 
with all previous ScreenWest funds and programs (ScreenWest 3 to 1 guidelines).  
 
This position allowed the screen content producers to be ‘in the race’ on 12 December for an 
added bonus of A$75,000 after meeting their A$25,000 crowdfunding target. Essentially, it 
was an exciting prospect for the creative team to increase their A$25,000 crowdfunding 
money with A$75,000 from ScreenWest to tally a grand total of A$100,000 towards 
producing their project. However, their hope for the extra cash soon lost traction as their 
project failed to reach their target within the timeline given for the surplus funding (Moon, 
2015). According to Merlyn Moon, even though they ultimately raised their crowdfunding 
target (and exceeding it by A$5,192), they missed out on the 3 to 1 ScreenWest initiative 
‘because the money was already all gone within 24 hours’ (Moon, 2015). The public pledged 
approximately $140,000 to 28 projects in just 24 hours, triggering the ScreenWest program 
(Swift, 2012). ‘ScreenWest notified us that we missed out on the funding …the others hit 
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their targets about an hour before ours: from us hitting it to the first person hitting it there 
wouldn’t have been more than two hours’ (Moon, 2015). Punjab to Perth then became part of 
the group of 22 unsuccessful projects that failed to make any additional money from 
ScreenWest.   
 
Merlyn Moon describes his experience with the 3 to 1 crowdfunding initiative through 
Pozible as ‘embarrassing’: ‘I gave back the money to each person who donated’ (Moon, 
2015). Moon said that on Pozible their project looked like a success story—‘but it wasn’t at 
all’ (Moon, 2015). His producer lost over A$2000 and they had to go through the whole 
process of giving money back to their supporters. The ‘embarrassing’ part for Moon was that 
initially he had to plead with his donators to ‘please donate, please donate’ in a bid to even 
make their target and be in the running for the ScreenWest funding (Moon, 2015). Moon’s 
producer suggested that they continue making the film with the smaller donation from 
Pozible but Merlyn chose not to dedicate the time required to make the project: ‘We never 
budgeted to make a film for A$25,000’ (Moon, 2015). The smaller amount of money would 
not have sustained him financially over the length of the production. His producer put 
forward other ideas too but Merlyn said ‘I won’t be able to eat, basically’ (Moon, 2015). 
Itwas suggested by Culture and the Arts Minister John Day (2012) that some of the projects 
could have proceeded in a scaled-down version utilising the crowdfunded pledges ‘once the 
pool of funding was exhausted’. Moon said that there was not a great amount of passion 
attached to the project for him to continue using the money raised on Pozible. He foresaw too 
many challenges over the course of the production on such a limited budget. So every cent 
was returned to each person who donated on Pozible. There were around fifteen donations of 
around A$2,000; however, on average, the rest of the donations from forty donators were 
made up of between A$10 and A$100. ‘I basically had to hit up all my contacts and say we 
are not going ahead with the project and thanks very much for supporting it.’ Moon asked 
each person for their bank details so he could refund their money. ‘We obviously were not 
going to make the film so I didn’t want people hitting me up saying ‘hey, I gave you $50 – 
where is my reward’ (Moon, 2015). 
 
Merlyn Moon believes the ScreenWest initiative was very easy to exploit. ‘I am pretty sure 
everyone who got funded basically exploited it in some way, shape or form’ (Moon, 2015). 
However, according to John Day, the 3 to 1 initiative had an amazing response from the 
public who chose to pledge more than A$220,000 on the eligible projects: ‘six cutting edge 
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projects received public pledges of between A$7,500 and A$25,000 within 30 hours of the 
initiative going live, going on to match funds of between A$22,500 and A$75,000 from the 
state government through ScreenWest’ (Day 2012, n.p.). There were also two other projects 
that met their targets after the A$250,000 ScreenWest funding pool was exhausted that also 
went into production (Swift, 2012).  
 
According to Moon, though it was supposed to be a kind of ‘even-handed’ allotment, some 
people and their projects had advantages. ‘One of the projects who got the funding: Tango 
Underpants had Hugh Jackman and other Hollywood A-listers endorsing it’ (Moon, 2015). 
Tango Underpants had a strong marketing campaign behind them so when they finally went 
live, they reached their target of A$30,000 and were then given an extra A$90,000 on top of 
it from ScreenWest within 24 hours: ‘it was basically a first-in, best-dressed deal’ (Moon, 
2015). ScreenWest were flabbergasted that the money went as quickly as it did. ‘Basically, 
all the projects that got funded raised at least 100% of their target within the 24–36-hour 
bracket’ (Moon, 2015). ScreenWest digital manager Michelle Glaser said they would have 
expected that it would have taken a bit longer: ‘I think people really enjoy having a say in 
which projects should be supported by a state government agency’ (Eltham, 2013, n.p.). 
 
When ScreenWest officially opened the funding there were about eight projects that crossed 
the line within a couple of hours of each other. ‘We could see the live updates on Pozible and 
at one stage we were the closest to hitting our target’ (Moon, 2015). Suddenly, the others 
received many donations because they were getting people on the phones to donate…’so I 
think it is completely rigged in that way’ (Moon, 2015). What Moon is referring to is that by 
using high-profile actors to endorse their projects some of the aspiring filmmakers seemed to 
gain advantage to acquiring the bonus funding. Ultimately, it was just a ‘cash–grab’. Hyde 
(2012) says that, basically, producers had to show that there was an audience for their project 
and it was ultimately up to the market to decide (Hyde, 2012). Moon was not so sure about 
the overall success of the ScreenWest 3 to 1 initiative. If it had been a success and they 
thought it would be beneficial for the screen industry in Western Australia, then, he believes, 
they would still be running it. ‘It has been noted that ScreenWest was assessing the feedback 
from the initiative and partnership with Pozible and was in discussion on whether to repeat 
the experiment in the future (Eltham, 2013). It was also noted that the relationship between 
producer and audience was a primary motive for the funding initiative (Eltham, 2013).  
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The initiative saw the chance to bring audiences in at the start and then to take them through 
(Lea Bestall in Etham, 2013). ScreenWest development director, Rikki Lea Bestall, says that 
what was great was for emerging practitioners to gain distribution traction outside of the 
international festival circuit in order for their work to be discovered (Eltham, 2013). It also 
encouraged participation at a grass roots level and fostered creativity with the added benefit 
of capturing an audience prior to a release (Barnes, 2014). ScreenWest digital project 
manager, Michelle Glaser, says it gave “the creative teams an opportunity to build their 
audience alongside building their project and learn how to run a ‘really kick-arse social media 
campaign” (Swift 2012, n.p.). However, Rikki Lea Bestall cautions that crowdfunding is not 
mature enough to displace existing models of screen investment. ‘I don’t think necessarily 
this kind of thing will take the place of [conventional finance] … to do a feature — it’s 
expensive’ (Eltham, 2013, n.p.).   
 
As far as crowdfunding goes, Moon says that as an artist he thinks it is great; great that 
people can come up with an idea and then put it out into the world via a crowdfunding 
platform for funding from family, friends and strangers: although he feels the crowdfunding 
process in general is ‘begging for your art’ (Moon, 2015). His ambition with filmmaking is to 
do drama and documentary feature films funded preferably through private investment, 
executive producers and state and government funding—although if there was a possibility to 
do a campaign through a crowdfunding initiative, he would not rule it out, but ‘it would be 
my least favourite option’ (Moon, 2015). He said it is just another tool but you have to know 
how to use it—‘you see people use it improperly all the time’ (Moon, 2015). Moon is 
currently working on a feature-length documentary called Froth and Bubble.  
 
5.7 Looking Forward: Crowdfunding, Public Finance and Independent Production 
The current Australian filmmaking climate is in a state of flux (Klippan, 2015). Screen 
Australia is waiting to see what will happen with the new distribution models, and how the 
industry is going to resolve itself because there is still much uncertainty. Exhibitors have one 
view, distributors have another and producers have another opinion again (Klippan, 2015). 
 
For Effie Klippan, it would be very difficult at this stage for Australian screen content 
producers to raise the finance for their film wholly through crowdfunding (Klippan, 2015). 
She says, ‘I would say never say never’; however, at this point in time, it would be very 
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difficult. The US examples Veronica Mars (Dir. Thomas, 2013) and Wish I Was Here (Dir. 
Zach Braff, 2014) are very rare. In Australia, what we are seeing is that crowdfunding attracts 
support particularly for documentaries and smaller projects, which are ‘really motivating and 
rustling-up’ strong audience interest to contribute to projects (Klippan, 2015). Generally, this 
amount is between A$30,000 and A$70,000; they are not big dollars yet, but every bit helps 
(Klippan, 2015). 
 
5.8 Conclusion  
Merlyn Moon’s screen project Punjab to Perth highlights that not all crowdfunding projects 
are successful and beyond the hype of innovative financing pathways, such as The Tunnel, 
there are also many similar failures, as evidenced by Pozible’s success rate. While there are 
teething problems for crowdfunding and public policy, what is becoming increasingly evident 
is the role government funding agencies are playing in relation to crowdfunding. It appears 
that this acceptance of crowdfunding as a financial pathway is becoming more of a necessity 
for content producers within such a depressed public funding climate. As Effie Klippan 
points out, the Australian film industry sector has always faced financial challenges. Even 
before the 2014 budget cuts, Australian film directors were lamenting the available funding 
for Australian film content. The progress is, indeed, slow, but the tide is turning. Screen 
Australia is open to providing financial support to screen projects that represent a strong 
pathway to audiences. To be eligible for funding through Screen Australia, a content 
producer must show that their project has a complete finance plan—and this pathway can 
incorporate a crowdfunding component.  
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Chapter 6: Discussion and Conclusion  
6.1 The Rise and Significance of Crowdfunding 
The predominant words cited in industrial and academic literature around the function of 
crowdfunding in Australia today are ‘emerging’ and ‘burgeoning’; that is, even though 
crowdfunding is in its fifth year in Australia, it is still considered an emerging pathway for 
screen content producers to seek finance that is slowly burgeoning among screen content 
producers. What is coming to light around this practice, however, is how the philosophy 
underpinning Surowiecki’s (2005, p. 2) wisdom of crowds is both contributing to the 
development and production of Australian screen content.  Surowiecki’s (2005, p. 2) idea that 
‘large groups of people are smarter than an elite few, no matter how brilliant’ has the 
potential to change the way we perceive film production in Australia. Although 
crowdfunding may still be only emergent and considered a peripheral form of financing, this 
idea shines a light on the possibility of how potential audiences in Australia can not only 
assist to produce content financially, they also can have their say via choosing to support a 
project through a crowdfunding platform as opposed to only a select body of ‘officials’ 
choosing what content gets the green light for production based upon stipulated national 
cinema guidelines.  
   
Crowdfunding arrived in Australia in 2010 amidst international structural changes to film 
distribution. Within this environment, parallels can be drawn between the changes to film 
distribution and film finance. Distribution of screen content has been controlled by influential 
distributors and broadcasters acting as gatekeepers with the power to control and regulate 
which films are released to audiences. Up until 2010, most Australian film content was 
primarily funded through Australian screen agencies and private investment. The Internet has 
become pivotal to the advancements of both film distribution and funding for independent 
screen production and has opened up myriad possibilities for the release and production of 
film content. Crowdfunding has grown out of this changing filmmaking environment and, 
even though at the moment it is considered microfinance, it is slowly making waves as an 
option for use as a supplementary source of finance as well as serving to open up new 
possibilities for Australian independent screen content producers to finance their films.    
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The sustainability of crowdfunding and opportunities for filmmakers  
Unlike the US, where feature films, such as Veronica Mars are being produced solely through 
a crowdfunding campaign and raising budgets surpassing US$5 million, or even over US$3 
million as exemplified by Zach Braff’s first crowdfunded feature film Wish I Was Here, what 
is evident is that crowdfunding in Australia is currently being used as a source of 
supplementary finance only to support the production of screen content. For the foreseeable 
future, crowdfunding is highly unlikely to replace other models of finance obtained through 
Australian screen agencies and private investment, but will more likely be accessed through a 
crowdfunding campaign as part of a mixed model of finance in a bid to either initiate finance 
to begin a project or ‘“top-up’ funds during production or in post-production as showcased by 
the three case studies Wyrmwood: Road of the Dead, The Babadook and Canopy. To put this 
in perspective by drawing on examples of successful Australian films over the last decade, 
Wolf Creek (Dir. Greg McLean, 2005) had a budget of US$1.38 million, Red Dog (Dir. Kriv 
Stenders, 2011) had a budget of A$8.5 million and Tomorrow, When the War Began (Dir. 
Stuart Beattie, 2010) had a budget of A$27 million.  
 
As Program Manager, Policy and Audiences of Screen Australia Effie Klippan points out, 
crowdfunding budgets are generally only between A$30,000 and A$70,000 and, therefore, 
could not fund a movie like Wolf Creek. Apart from crowdfunding projects such as feature 
film Wolf and Sheep, which raised A$133,002, and feature film Subject 14, which raised 
A$101,404, both in 2014 through Pozible, and both still in pre-production; the average 
amount of money raised through Pozible for a feature-length film or documentary feature is 
under A$20,000. The amounts are higher in Table 8 (feature-length project produced drawing 
upon crowdfunding), with Iron Sky’s budget of A$1.5 million a sure anomaly, but the 
amounts raised do not exceed A$105,000, as the total raised by the feature-length 
documentary Gayby Baby. Even the total amount of crowdfunding raised in Australia 
between 2010 and 2015 through Pozible (approximately A$1,042,582), does not come close 
to funding a feature film like Red Dog; nor would it fund the low-budget feature, Wolf Creek. 
Moreover, at the moment, the total amount of crowdfunding being raised in a given calendar 
year is not even close, either in Australia or the US, to the amount required to fund an 
ambitious high-budget genre movie like Tomorrow, When the War Began (Dir. Stuart 
Beattie, 2012). Commentators writing on the subject and filmmakers interviewed for this 
study have said that they anticipate and are waiting to see whether crowdfunding can wholly 
support an Australian production with a more substantive budget (with The Tunnel the only 
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Australian feature-length project where crowdfunding financed most if not all of the 
production costs). However, at this point in time, it is clear that the Australian film industry is 
some time away from funding an entire feature film using crowdfunding.     
 
A question that arises in evaluating the function of crowdfunding in Australia today is 
whether crowdfunding will indeed become a viable or sustainable source of finance that 
contributes more completely to Australian independent screen projects or remain only an 
option for microfinance. Table 8 reveals that an estimated A$2 million in crowdfunding 
finance has been utilised towards screen production in Australia since 2010. Given that 
Screen Australia contributes up to A$2 million to a single theatrical feature film, this is not 
high finance, especially as it is over a five-year time span for twelve feature length 
productions. What this table shows is that it took three years from the time crowdfunding 
began in Australia in 2010 for the first feature film to be produced using crowdfunding as a 
supplementary source of finance. In 2013, the filmmaker behind the horror feature film The 
Jungle (Dir. Andrew Traucki, 2013), made A$18,233 from a crowdfunding campaign. Even 
though the figure for their total budget has not been publicly released, we can see that it was 
quite a pioneering effort through Indiegogo after the release of The Tunnel (Dir. Carlo 
Ledesma, 2011) and Iron Sky (Dir. Timo Vuorensola, 2012) in 2011 and 2012, respectively. 
These two films used their own unique platforms—www.thetunnelmovie.net and 
www.wreckamovie.com—to raise finance outside of the more traditional method of raising 
funds through crowdfunding business platforms, such as Pozible and Indiegogo, today.  
 
Since The Jungle (2013), 2014 has witnessed three feature films use crowdfunding finance to 
produce their screen projects: Broke, The Babadook and Canopy. By 2015, five feature-
length films, Inner Demon, AirLock, Wyrmwood: Road of the Dead, Crime & Punishment 
and The Second Coming, and one documentary, Gayby Baby, were produced in Australia. 
Out of these six feature films, three were supported by government screen agencies. One year 
earlier, in 2014, only two other Australian feature films, The Babadook and Canopy, have 
been supported by government screen agencies since the arrival of crowdfunding. What this 
suggests is that it has taken four years for Australian government screen agencies to begin 
supporting Australian screen projects in conjunction with crowdfunding efforts. In this way, 
support for Australian feature film production by Screen Australia, the national screen 
agency, may currently only be miniscule, especially in relation to Screen Australia’s recent 
announcement that they will invest A$13.4 million in 12 new feature film and television 
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projects to the production value of A$64.3 million (Screen Australia News, 2015); however, 
it is becoming more common. As Effie Klippan (2015) reveals in her interview for this study, 
Screen Australia now acknowledges that crowdfunding is now more than a mere concept and 
its presence in funding short- and long-form as well as digital content projects is coming up 
more and more as a topic of conversation with the organisation. An Australian screen content 
producer must demonstrate, subject to the approval of Screen Australia funding, that their 
feature film has a complete finance plan. Screen Australia is showing their acceptance of 
crowdfunding by considering a producer’s application that includes a crowdfunding 
campaign as part of their complete finance plan (assuming the money has already been 
received) (Klippan, 2015). 
 
What is also emerging is how crowdfunding is taking some of the financial responsibility for 
seeding independent production off taxpayer funded government screen agencies and 
traditional equity investment. Even though this trend is only beginning to emerge, it is 
playing a significant—albeit small—role in funding film development for independent screen 
content projects that have been traditionally financed by government funding agencies in 
Australia as a form of professional development. To reiterate, we know that, at present, 
crowdfunding remains an important, but essentially small component of the overall financial 
model of feature film production and that we are not close to funding complete feature-length 
projects (though crowdfunding does indeed fund short films and short online content in its 
entirety). Nevertheless, at this stage we could predict a likely possibility that it may emerge 
as a stronger or perhaps even essential source of production finance in the future for the 
Australian film industry. The next five to ten years will be a testament to its longevity; 
however, as crowdfunding finds its niche, it is currently presenting a number of opportunities 
and challenges for today’s Australian independent screen content producer.  
   
Crowdfunding is enabling filmmakers to become more proactive in terms of financing niche 
or passion projects and content for cult audiences. Instead of waiting for the green light by a 
funding body or investor, producers can move ahead with and start their production. We 
know that ambitious but bizarre cult sci-fi movies like Iron Sky and low-end shaky-cam 
horror movies like The Tunnel sought alternative pathways to production and have been 
successful in their pursuits. Their success is also due to the fact that they have become a 
template for unorthodox financing methods, lighting the way for other content producers who 
also dare to dream about what is possible for them too, particularly within the realm of pro-
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am production. However, The Tunnel’s success is open to further discussion about what 
exactly constitutes a successful crowdfunding campaign. Even though the film was produced, 
they did in fact fail to make their crowdfunding target, unlike Merlyn Moon who made his 
crowdfunding target but failed to make it into production. “Success’ then is perhaps a rather 
relative term in relation to crowdfunding efforts but what it does do is open the door for 
anyone without a track record, to create a screen project. We know from the case study 
Wyrmwood: Road of the Dead that it is far more work than one might anticipate and there are 
unforeseen challenges; however, the exciting part is people can initiate a project through the 
means of a crowdfunding campaign. What is notable from this case too is that by daring to 
take the road less travelled in filmmaking by initiating a project through crowdfunding, with 
the right commitment, you can be successful. In fact, in terms of success, it is not just the end 
result that deems one successful; rather, it is the management and execution of the project 
along the way.  
 
This model is leading to greater creative control for filmmakers by providing a pathway for 
projects to make it into production that may not otherwise have done so. We know that 
Screen Australia is taking a crowdfunding project into account as part of a complete finance 
plan; in this way, crowdfunding is also acting as a ‘guarantor’ for a project to gain eligibility 
for other grants. Filmmakers are using this finance as a way to lever finance from other 
sources of private investment. What is clear is that it is not only first-time filmmakers who 
are seizing these opportunities, but also experienced filmmakers, both in Australia that 
ensures financial success. Closer to home, Jennifer Kent has been acknowledged 
internationally for her film, The Babadook, even though the film sought ‘top-up’ funds for 
their art department, and abroad. Most people may wonder why such an established and 
wealthy figure as Zach Braff would seek funding from a crowd to get a film up and running; 
perhaps he, too, sees the value and creative control in running his personal project as opposed 
to handing over the rights to Hollywood studio executives who have the power to appropriate 
the film’s message into a commercialised formula directed towards a demographic that 
ensures financial success. Their crowdfunding experience alone taught the team about 
international reach and unique methods for engaging with their horror-based audience. The 
opportunity created by word-of-mouth marketing during a crowdfunding campaign is 
anything but formulaic. One does not know who will jump on-board and create more 
momentum about the film once they have been moved by it—as exemplified by renowned 
horror author Stephen King and director of The Exorcist (1973), William Friedkin. Many fans 
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worldwide value their appraisals; thus, their input should not be underestimated in a project’s 
campaign.  
 
This is why an individual crowdfunding campaign is so unique. A project, if successful, will 
take on a life of its own, potentially recruiting audiences from all corners of the globe given 
the right marketing efforts executed by the crowdfunding team. Herein lays much 
opportunity, although it has been shown that a large amount of effort is required to achieve 
success. When done efficiently and correctly, the marketing of a film through social media 
can create a loyal and strong following, especially on the back of a successful campaign. This 
is where participatory culture thrives. However, what is not well understood in the literature 
and what is suggested by this study is how filmmakers can take advantage of or cash-in on 
the value of their current project to launch a spin-off venture. For example, the crowdfunded 
The Babadook book became a success off the back of their crowdfunding campaign for the 
film, and the producers recognised that there was potentially a small window of opportunity 
to capitalise on this as the film continued to garner strong international critical acclaim. 
Consequently, Australian producers need to be aware that spin-off projects may be time-
sensitive and dependent upon an investor’s interest or passion for the project in which they 
have invested financially (and emotionally). Although the number of Australian feature films 
produced drawing upon crowdfunding is small, they inspire independent filmmakers 
internationally. After Iron Sky and The Tunnel, these filmmakers have gone on to follow-up 
projects, producing Airlock and Iron Sky 2: The Coming Race. What these three feature film 
examples suggest is that crowdfunding has the potential to raise more finance for a secondary 
project if the first-time crowdfunded project has been a success. It is then a matter of how the 
team executes their business acumen to leverage their initial success in a timely manner to 
sustain audience interest and financial investment.    
 
As Thomas Mai points out, the closer a filmmaker is to their audience, the stronger the 
connection they will have to their fans. This relationship should not be underestimated as it is 
the premise for tapping into a niche audience that heralds a productive crowdfunding 
campaign, not to mention the opportunities that exist beyond the first initial successful 
campaign. The Wyrmwood: Road of the Dead team started hearing about their fan bases from 
Finland and Poland and received over half a million hits after a crowd of people became 
engaged by their project. This is where international reach through a crowdfunding campaign 
creates significant opportunities for filmmakers to be successful. The Babadook initially 
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received very little interest from distributors (and, in turn, audiences in Australia) until it 
became successful internationally. It then gained popularity on Australian shores for its story, 
financing and awards. Crowdfunding creates an opportunity to build relationships with 
supporters and can create an international fan base even if only seeking around A$20,000 as a 
supplementary source of investment. A wider audience can open up new opportunities 
previously unavailable to filmmakers through traditional methods of fundraising.  
 
Challenges and lessons from the Australian crowdfunding experience 
As crowdfunding is currently the only a source of microfinance in Australia, it is important 
for content creators, especially first-time filmmakers, to realise that this source is insufficient 
to successfully fund an entire feature-length production. If we compare successful Australian 
feature film budgets with current crowdfunding supplementary finance, then we can see that, 
as Kiah Roache-Tuner points out, A$20,000 for a film does not stretch past the budget for 
catering. Trying to succeed on-par with productions like Wolf Creek or Red Dog would be 
more than a challenge for any professional producer working in the Australian film industry 
within the confines of current crowdfunding budgets even with additional sources of 
investment. The reality is, films cost a lot of money to produce, even amateur productions. In 
the instance of Wyrmwood: Road of the Dead, the team thought A$20,000 would enable the 
entire project to be completed; that they could grab a camera, shoot it and then twelve months 
later, hand it to a studio to distribute. Instead, it took them four years to complete at a 
production cost of A$150,000. Merlyn Moon decided against using any of the finance he 
received through crowdfunding for Punjab to Perth once it was clear he was unsuccessful in 
his application for the ScreenWest 3 to 1 funding initiative. He could have used the A$20,000 
raised to commence production, but realised the difficulties in making a project with such a 
small budget and ultimately made the call to give the A$20,000 back to his supporters.   
 
A major challenge for many filmmakers is the skill-set they require beyond technical 
production skills: specifically, marketing and business acumen. Indeed, Thomas Mai offers 
key insight into how a screen content producer today needs to think if he or she wants to align 
business acumen and initiative to generate an exciting campaign. Most Hollywood 
productions, even though they are working with very large finance, have individual 
departments, headed by project managers, who control and manage the marketing, finance 
and distribution of a film. Within the confines of an Australian crowdfunded feature film 
budget, creators need to wear many hats: marketing, financing and potentially one for 
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distributing their film to an audience. This is a time-consuming exercise, especially when 
juggling the production side of the film. What is important is how a crowdfunding campaign 
needs to become a team effort. Rather than each person working exclusively under their title 
of ‘producer’, ‘director’ and so forth, filmmakers need to work together to generate a solid 
marketing push of their film through social media sites.  
 
The goal for any team working on content creation is to keep engaged and involved with their 
audience (Fleming, 2014). We can see that there are a number of opportunities that exist for 
producers to leverage a second campaign off an original campaign; however, time 
management can be a challenge. Producer of Canopy, Karina Fleming, found that submitting 
an application for government funding is an onerous task but crowdfunding is equally or 
more time-consuming. The amount of work required by the filmmaker to produce the funds 
and create their film is immense and is sometimes underestimated when considering a 
crowdfunding campaign. Creating awareness of a film is a lot of work, but imperative to the 
outcome of any crowdfunding campaign and, even though data produced by Pozible shows 
that 65% of projects that create a crowdfunding campaign through their site will be 
successful, there are a further 35% who are not successful and this, too, can include second-
time projects if the effort is not sustained. 
 
What has come to light from the interviews for this study is how imperative it is for 
producers to carefully consider their rewards system. The findings show that the more simple 
the approach, the better. This is due to the time it can take to coordinate and distribute 
rewards following a successful campaign. The producer of The Babadook was still working 
on sending out rewards years after they completed production. This is not ideal when there is 
the opportunity to leverage the first campaign by creating a secondary campaign. Filmmakers 
do not need to be still thinking about their last campaign two years after they wrap up 
filming. The cost of providing rewards to donors also needs to be considered and whether this 
cost will outweigh the finance received from the donor for the reward. What this suggests is 
that filmmakers need to be careful about planning their rewards programs so it does not 
become an inhibitor to further creative production. The Tunnel is a case in point as the 
filmmakers, many years after its production, are still acting as distributors.    
 
Therefore, there are several key issues that arise in terms of practical implications for 
filmmakers around the challenging aspects of crowdfunding. There is no one approach to 
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crowdfunding and approaches vary according to the concept of the project. Like all 
crowdfunded projects, social media and marketing, having a direct relationship with 
audiences and the right rewards program depend on the type of project it is (i.e. a social 
documentary about saving the rainforest or a low-budget horror movie are all important 
issues for filmmakers).  
   
Government screen agencies, policy and crowdfunding 
There are a number of changes taking place in Australia today in regard to Screen Australia 
funding. The fiscal changes being implemented by the current government have caused 
disruption for content producers, disheartening the Australian film industry on a macro level. 
The discourse within the industry in response to the news they will receive less fiscal support 
has generally been negative. While CEO of Screen Australia, Graeme Mason, continues to 
communicate a positive message about the future of the industry through interviews on 
ABC’s Radio National and via Screen Australia’s latest online newsletter and Screen Blog, in 
regard to how productive our industry is performing, there is an emerging consensus that 
Australian filmmakers are not being supported like other national cinemas who, like 
Australia, endeavour to produce content that is worthy of competing in cinemas globally or 
even recognised on the world stage, such as by the Academy Awards (National policy 
discussion paper, 2011). The Australian film industry might not ever be able to compete with 
the almighty Hollywood studio system, but at least more financial support means the 
continued production of entertaining Australian content.  
 
Interestingly, even though there is reduced funding from government, discourse about the 
benefits of crowdfunding on Australia’s financial system is taking place within Parliament. In 
fact, a new regulatory regime to enable crowdfunding to enhance our financial system is 
being produced and cited within a new document titled The Murray Report (Khadem, 2014). 
The Murray Report looks at how crowdfunding can enhance our financial system in regards 
to Australian-based industries generally. Crowdfunding is emerging as an alternative around 
the world, but current regulatory settings impede its development in Australia. For example, 
New Zealand updated its commercial laws earlier this year to allow retail investors to enter 
the equity crowdfunding space. Based on this premise, perhaps there is hope for a new 
financial pathway whereby Australia can update their laws to allow independent screen 
content producers to enter the equity crowdfunding space. As Joe Hockey comments: ‘We 
have already indicated we are quite encouraging of changes that facilitate crowdfunding’ 
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(McCreadie 2014, n.p.). At present, as Effie Klippan (2015) reveals, Screen Australia is 
prepared to recognise crowdfunding initiatives within the existing policy guidelines for 
Australian screen output. .   
 
As outlined in the literature review, roundtable discussions are being conducted in the 
boardrooms of Hollywood’s studio executives in relation to current film business models. 
Moreover, executives of Screen Australia also appear to be at a stage where they are waiting 
and watching to see how the current distribution models will unfold and resolve themselves 
(Klippan, 2015). The Internet is a powerful tool for change and growth and, much like Henry 
Jenkins argues, it is a platform for a participatory culture, a place where old and new media 
collide, one he has termed ‘convergence culture’. So much is possible within this space and, 
ironically, it might be that films that are supported by crowdfunding have more opportunity 
one day to be acknowledged on the world stage, such as the American-produced Inocente, the 
first crowdfunded film to receive an Oscar. There are hints of this possibility taking place; 
looking at The Babadook we can see a film that has been recognised globally, accruing 
myriad awards overseas, and attention from great literary artists, even if they only used 
crowdfunding as supplementary source of finance. Perhaps, for the time being at least, it 
might be best to adopt the quote by mathematician John Allen Paulos: “uncertainty is the 
only certainty there is, and knowing how to live with insecurity is the only security” in 
relation to the current changes to film finance and distribution (Primack 2015, n.p.).  
  
Crowdfunding may become a more natural feature of finance models for filmmakers and, 
conceivably, a formal requirement for finance plans presented to government screen agencies 
like Screen Australia in the future. This holds the potential for crowdfunding to perhaps 
become incorporated into official Screen Australia’s funding guidelines and for 
crowdfunding to become part of a producer’s complete finance plan. This line of discussion 
is paving the way for crowdfunding to become a larger and more formalised component of 
current and emerging business models for independent filmmakers. In light of these changes, 
sources of finance for production are becoming more diverse and, therefore, the move to 
crowdfunding may be part of this broader shift. At the moment, it is highly unlikely that 
crowdfunding will replace public subsidies. However, for agencies like Screen Australia, 
working more in tandem with crowdfunding may indeed become a necessity with the decline 
of public funding.  
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6.2 Conclusion 
This study set out to understand the function of crowdfunding for filmmakers in the context 
of independent Australian screen production. It has found that crowdfunding is being used 
primarily as a supplementary source of primarily production finance, but also as a source of 
‘top-up funding’ for completion and finalising post-production for both inexperienced first-
time filmmakers as well more savvy and established filmmakers who are looking to integrate 
crowdfunding into the range of their funding sources. Over the last five years, crowdfunding 
has slowly edged its way into the imagination of content producers nationally, either through 
word-of-mouth or via industrial literature featuring films using crowdfunding as a source of 
finance, especially the US examples that have illuminated the benchmark for what is possible 
in relation to crowdfunding an entire independent screen production. Even though it is 
essentially a source of microfinance in Australia, its impact so far could perhaps be best 
described as one that inspires individual filmmakers to create content by thinking outside-of-
the-box in terms of financing their film. We can see how films such as Iron Sky and The 
Tunnel suggest to other content producers the possibilities available to them if they choose 
crowdfunding to partially fund their film. However, successful examples such as these have 
shown that the Internet could become a financially viable alternative means of funding 
certain films further down the track, perhaps even in their entirety (Sørensen, 2012).   
 
The Babadook, Wyrmwood: Road of the Dead and Canopy are examples of crowdfunded 
films that have also excited the imagination of the Australian film industry and perhaps, if 
only incrementally, changed the perception of what is possible for the future of filmmaking in 
Australia. By understanding Surowiecki’s (2005) premise of the power of a crowd to make 
decisions and finance a film—underpinning the idea of crowdfunding generally—we can see 
that we are at a turning point in Australia between what has been produced before within the 
guidelines of our national cinema framework and what is possible due to the expedited 
changes to film distribution and financing methods as a result of the Web 2.0. Crowdfunding 
is sitting on the precipice of this change and, even though this study has found that it is 
currently a secondary or supplementary source of finance at best, it holds much potential for 
providing an alternative pathway to finance within a tightening market for independent screen 
production in Australia.   
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This research was guided by two primary research questions, namely: (1) Can crowdfunding 
be a significant financial contributor to independent screen production in Australia? (2) What 
are the opportunities and challenges for Australian producers in terms of using crowdfunding 
as a form of production finance? Both Chapters 4 and 5 addressed these research questions. 
Crowdfunding holds the potential to be a significant financial contributor to independent 
screen production in Australia. Based on Table 8 it would be an exaggeration to suggest that 
crowdfunding is currently making a significant contribution to filmmaking in Australia; 
however, it is certainly making its presence felt within industry and government circles. Film 
is the leading category in Australia for crowdfunding and holds much potential to play a more 
significant role in the future of film finance, if not film policy, nationally.  
 
The producers interviewed for this study found crowdfunding to be a productive monetary 
addition that has supported their projects throughout their production. These ‘top–up’ funds 
have assisted to get their project either into production or over the line when they have 
needed that last push in post-production. They have also seen the enormous benefits of 
building an online audience, a supporting network, who they can take with them, via their 
marketing initiatives on social media and group emails, to their next project. Even though 
there are a number of challenges that have naturally arisen along the way, the insight gained 
and lessons learned, especially in relation to their rewards systems, have ultimately created a 
more educated mindset for their next campaign.           
 
The study has synthesised crowdfunding in relation to government screen agencies and policy 
and examined the opportunities and challenges available to screen producers in light of these 
traditional methods of finance. Chapter 2 explored the international changes to film 
distribution, the importance of a participatory culture created by Web 2.0 and the rise and 
significance of crowdfunding within this environment. Chapter 3 examined the history of the 
Australian film industry, especially in terms of policy and independent production and the 
how the advent of crowdfunding is not only necessary to screen production in light of 
government changes, but is a growing phenomenon. Chapters 4 and 5 examined, through 
analysis and case studies, the perspectives of filmmakers, consultants and policy makers on 
crowdfunding and whether crowdfunding is beginning to mature as a viable platform for 
screen finance in Australia. They discussed the practical implications of crowdfunding for 
filmmakers and policy makers, and what opportunities and challenges need to be considered 
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by both parties. These chapters also provided primary analysis and insight into the function of 
crowdfunding for Australian filmmakers and feature-length production.  
 
This study constitutes one of the first and most detailed accounts of crowdfunding in an 
Australian context. Most important, it is one of the few studies that has examined the subject 
empirically and attempted to dispel some of the rhetoric that has been associated with 
crowdfunding and the role it will play for Australian filmmakers.  Through interviews with 
film directors and producers, Screen Australia’s program manager for policy and audiences, 
and an award-winning crowdfunding consultant and industry commentator, the research has 
attempted to gain a diversity of views from filmmakers and finance data from various 
databases to devolve into both some of the benefits and challenges for filmmakers embarking 
upon a crowdfunding campaign. Document analysis and case studies were also combined 
with the interviews to generate this study’s findings. The insight gained from this study is 
intended to assist the Australian film industry more widely in making choices when 
considering how to fund their films.  
 
Further research 
This study opens the door for greater discussion of the function of crowdfunding and how it 
is being used in Australian independent screen production. Even though this study has 
attempted to understand the opportunities and challenges involved since the introduction of 
crowdfunding to Australia, there is much room for further analysis, especially as 
crowdfunding becomes less regarded as ‘fledgling’ and ‘an online financing phenomenon’ 
towards a more fixed or established pathway for film finance. Although touched upon in this 
study, further research could perform a detailed empirical look at funding models, rewards 
programs and commercial performance of crowdfunded films across all or various formats. 
The focus largely on feature films in this current study also limited the scope of the study. 
However, a study that examines the models and function of crowdfunding for short films and 
digital media projects would be a valuable study. Moreover, there is room for further 
investigation of reward-based programs and the role they play towards coercing an audience 
to financially support a project. Perhaps the fine line here between crowdfunding a film and 
crowdsourcing ideas can be explored? Although this study looked at the differentiation 
between the two concepts briefly, further research could examine how crowdfunding and 
crowdsourcing interrelate and even crossover in some crowdfunding projects. Further, how 
do crowdfunded films succeed at the box-office? How are they received critically?  
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While we understand that crowdfunding is a burgeoning and growing phenomenon both 
nationally and globally at present, there is much knowledge that needs to be navigated in 
relation to the laws surrounding crowdfunding if and when it grows to support projects with 
larger amounts of finance. US$5 billion dollars was raised within the first six months of 2013 
from five hundred platforms, yet we are still uncertain of whether crowdfunding is a hobby or 
a business. There is perhaps a major gap in knowledge in relation to the tax implications and 
legalities of integrating crowdfunding into sustainable filmmaking practices and production 
slates that are yet unknown.  
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Appendix 
  Appendix: Interview Questions 
1. How did you go about financing your film?  
2. At what point did crowdfunding play a role in the production of your film?  
3. What were the challenges in raising finance through crowdfunding? 
4. Have you funded a film through government funding before?  
5. Can you compare funding through a screen agency and funding through a crowdfunding 
campaign? 
6. Is crowdfunding a viable alternative to public finance? Why/why not?  
7. Is crowdfunding better for certain stages of production over others (e.g. development, 
production, post-production, marketing)? 
8. Can you talk briefly about the rewards system you created? 
9. Do you think producers will be able to use crowdfunding to raise large feature film 
budgets of over one million dollars? Why/why not? 
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